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A.  INTRODUCTION 

OVERVIEW  TO  THE  FINAL  EIR 

A  Draft  Environmental  Impact  Report  (EIR)  prepared  for  the  San  Francisco  Kaiser  Medical 
Center  Geary  Campus  Development  Project  was  distributed  to  the  public  and  agencies  for 
review  and  comment  on  December  13,  1996.  The  Draft  EIR  includes  a  description  of  the 
proposed  project,  an  assessment  of  potential  effects  associated  with  the  implementation  of  the 
project  or  the  project  alternatives,  proposed  mitigation  measures  to  avoid  or  reduce  significant 
environmental  effects,  and  recommended  improvement  measures  to  reduce  less-than-significant 
effects.  Comments  were  received  at  the  public  hearing  on  the  Draft  EIR  (held  on 
January  23,  1997  before  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission)  and  in  letters  and  other  written  materials  submitted  during  the  public  comment 
period  of  December  13,  1996  to  January  27,  1997.  The  complete  transcript  from  the  public 
hearing  and  the  letters  received  by  the  Department  of  City  Planning,  Office  of  Environmental 
Review  (OER)  during  the  public  comment  period  are  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  the 
file  for  case  #95.102E  in  the  Department  of  City  Planning  office  at  1660  Mission  Street. 

In  accordance  with  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  Guidelines,  Section  1 5 1 32,  a 
Final  EIR  must  consist  of: 

■  the  Draft  EIR  or  a  revision  of  the  draft; 

■  comments  and  recommendations  received  on  the  Draft  EIR,  either  verbatim  or  in 
summary; 

■  a  list  of  persons,  organizations,  and  public  agencies  commenting  on  the  Draft  EIR: 

■  the  responses  of  the  lead  agency  to  significant  environmental  points  in  the  review  and 
consultation  process;  and 

■  any  other  information  added  by  the  lead  agency. 
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ORGANIZATION  OF  THIS  SUMMARY  OF  COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

This  document  contains  a  summary  of  comments  received  on  the  Draft  EIR  and  responses  to 
these  comments.  The  comments  are  presented  verbatim  and  are  edited  to  delete  repetition  and 
nonsubstantive  material  only,  to  correct  typographical  errors  and  similar  errata,  and  to  clarify 
text  as  necessary.  Where  a  particular  commenter  submitted  multiple  letters,  the  dates  of  the 
letters  are  indicated  to  distinguish  the  letters.  If  a  commenter  submitted  written  comments  and 
provided  oral  testimony  at  the  public  hearing,  the  oral  comments  are  denoted  as  "oral 
testimony."  A  comprehensive  list  of  persons  commenting  begins  on  p.  C&R.3. 

The  Comments  and  Responses  section  of  this  report  is  organized  by  broad  subject  area, 
corresponding  to  the  Table  of  Contents  of  the  Draft  EIR.  Comments  are  further  grouped  by 
topic  within  each  section  if  more  than  one  topic  is  addressed.  For  each  comment  or  groups  of 
similar  comments,  a  response  has  been  prepared.  Responses  generally  provide  clarification  of 
the  Draft  EIR.  They  occasionally  include  changes  in,  or  additions  to,  the  text  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
These  modifications  are  indented  within  the  response  to  make  them  easily  discernible.  Newly 
inserted  words  and  phrases  are  underlined,  as  are  new  sentences  or  paragraphs  that  are 
incorporated  into  existing  text.  Underlining  is  not  used  if  all  the  modification  is  new  text.  Text 
that  is  deleted  is  denoted  with  strike  through. 

Staff-initiated  text  changes  and  errata  appear  in  the  fourth  section  of  the  document.  The  final 
section  is  provided  to  assist  commenters  locate  responses  to  their  comments.  Each  commenter  is 
listed,  with  page  references  to  where  his  or  her  comments  are  addressed. 
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B.       LIST  OF  COMMENTERS 

The  following  individuals  submitted  written  comments  during  the  public  comment  period  of 
December  13,  1996  through  January  27,  1997  or  spoke  at  the  public  hearing  on  January  23, 
1997,  on  the  San  Francisco  Kaiser  Medical  Center  Geary  Campus  Development  Project 
Draft  EIR. 


WRITTEN  COMMENTS 

Denise  La  Pointe,  President,  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board 
G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland  Piatt  Associates 

John  F.  Rothmann,  President,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Association  of  San  Francisco,  Inc. 
Ellen  Garvey,  Air  Pollution  Control  Officer,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District 
Andre  BolafFi 

Janice  L.  BolafTi,  President,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association  (January  16,  1997  and 

January  23,  1997) 
James  D.  Lowe,  Transit  Planner,  San  Francisco  Municipal  Railway 
Gene  Mayo,  President,  Lower  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood  Association 
Courtney  S.  Clarkson,  Member,  Board  of  Directors,  Pacific  Heights  Residents  Association 

SPEAKERS 

Phillip  Madvig,  M.D.,  Kaiser  Permanente 
Pat  Mandel,  Kaiser  Permanente 

Janice  L.  BolafTi,  President,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association  (presented  letter  of 

January  23,  1997) 
Robert  Speer 
Bill  Wahrhaftig 
Richard  Oue 
Georgia  Parsons 
Thomas  Finnigan 
Andre  BolafFi 

Doug  Comstock,  Lesbian  Gay  Bisexual  Voters  Project 
Stan  Smith,  San  Francisco  Building  Trades  Council 
Margaret  Verges 

Ann  Bloomfield,  Victorian  Alliance 

Rose  Tsai,  San  Francisco  Neighbors  Association 

Joel  Ventresca 

Reverend  Arnold  Townsend 

William  Ferguson 

Reverend  Timothy  Dupre 
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D.  Minor 

Courtney  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents  Association 
Ms.  Jackson 

Barbara  Meskunas,  Planning  Association  for  Divisadero  Street 
Joe  O'Donoghue 

PLANNING  COMMISSIONERS 

Cynthia  Joe 
Esther  Marks 

REDEVELOPMENT  AGENCY  COMMISSIONERS 

James  Morales 
Jon  Henry  Kouba 
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C.       COMMENTS  AND  RESPONSES 

PROJECT  DESCRIPTION 
Justification  for  the  Proposed  Project 
Comments 

Kaiser's  needs  for  expanded  outpatient  space  appears  inflated.  Kaiser's  membership  has  fallen 
5.8%  since  1994.  This  drop  should  reduce  space  needs.  In  addition,  given  the  rapid  increase  of 
other  HMO's  in  the  Bay  Area,  Kaiser's  projected  growth  of  almost  10%  in  the  next  10  years  is 
hardly  realistic.  (Andre  BolafFi) 

The  increased  need  for  health-care  providers  is  overstated  since  Kaiser's  projected  membership 
growth  to  175,000  in  the  next  10  years  is  overly  optimistic  (p.  9,  1994  IMP).  Given  the  increase 
in  other  HMO's  and  managed  health-care  health  plans,  Kaiser  is  no  longer  the  only  show  in 
town.  In  fact  since  1994  Kaiser's  membership  has  declined  by  8%  to  about  160,000  (TJEIR, 
p  55;  Kaiser  Permanente,  CSA  TODAY,  Fall  1996,  p.  1).  Further  the  projected  28%  increase  to 
491  health-care  providers  by  2010  suggests  a  parallel  increase  in  members  to  206,300  which  is  at 
best  optimistic,  or  exaggerated.  (Janice  L.  BolafTi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, 
January  16,  1997) 

I  also  believe  that  the  needs  assessment  in  the  report  is  inadequate,  and  that  should  be  beefed  up. 
(Joel  Ventresca) 

Response 

The  purpose  of  the  California  Environmental  Quality  Act  (CEQA)  is  to  require,  prior  to 
action  on  a  project,  an  assessment  of  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  project. 
Project  objectives  can  be  considered  as  one  factor  in  examining  the  feasibility  of 
alternatives.  In  preparing  an  EIR.  the  lead  agency  is  not  charged  under  CEQA  with 
examining  or  questioning  the  basis  for  the  project  or  the  project  sponsor's  identified  nerd 
for  or  objectives  of  the  project.  These  issues  are  more  appropriately  addressed  during  the 
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discussions  with  the  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
over  the  merits  of  the  proposed  project.  Nevertheless,  the  following  information  was 
available  from  the  project  sponsor  and  serves  to  respond  to  these  comments.1 

The  comments  are  referring  to  a  decrease  in  the  membership  of  Kaiser's  San  Francisco 
Medical  Center  between  1992  and  1995.  Between  1991  and  1992,  Kaiser's  membership 
increased  as  a  result  of  Kaiser's  purchase  of  the  French  Hospital.  Many  of  the  members 
of  the  French  Hospital  transferred  their  membership  to  Kaiser  at  that  time.  It  was  also  a 
time  of  national  debate  on  whether  Congress  should  adopt  a  national  health  plan  policy. 
Although  Congress  did  not  adopt  any  mandatory  national  health  plan  policy,  this  debate 
caused  the  health  care  industry  to  reexamine  how  health  care  should  be  delivered. 
Consequentiy,  between  1992  and  1995,  many  new  health  care  providers  and  insurance 
companies  entered  the  field  of  managed  care.  During  this  period  of  time,  all  of  the 
existing  health  maintenance  or  managed  care  organizations  experienced  a  decrease  in 
their  membership  as  new  providers  attempted  to  gain  their  market  share. 

The  competition  required  Kaiser  to  reorganize  its  regional  structure  and  to  consider  new 
ways  to  improve  its  health  care  delivery  system.  In  response  to  these  efforts,  membership 
in  San  Francisco  during  the  first  31  days  of  1997  increased  from  160,000  to  1 70,000. 
Kaiser  expects  continued  increases  in  membership,  consistent  with  the  growth  forecasted 
in  the  EIR,  due  to  several  factors.  These  factors  are  1 )  decreasing  the  monthly 
membership  fee  for  the  majority  of  its  members;  2)  making  it  easier  to  access  health  care, 
especially  for  groups  with  special  needs,  such  as  members  who  are  not  fluent  in  English; 
3)  reducing  waiting  time  for  appointments;  and  4)  linking  bonuses  and  other  employee 
benefits  to  quantifiable  increases  in  membership  satisfaction. 

Comment  • 

The  appendix  to  the  Draft  EIR  sets  forth  the  health  care  needs  of  this  project,  but  I  am  not  sure 
that  it  adequately  addresses  our  situation.  Our  existing  out-patient  building  at  2200  O'Farrell 


1.    Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  5,  1997. 


95.102E 

Kaiser  Geary  Campus 


C&R.6 


EIP  95025 
March  31,  1997 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
C.  Comments  and  Responses/Project  Description 


was  built  in  1964,  and  in  the  30  plus  years  since  that  building  was  constructed.  Kaiser  health  plan 
membership  has  grown  very  significandy  in  San  Francisco.  We  now  take  care  of  the  health  care 
needs  of  nearly  one  out  of  every  four  San  Franciscans. 

In  addition,  during  that  time,  many  new  technologies  have  come  into  existence  in  medical  care 
which  allow  important  treatments  to  be  provided  in  the  out-patient  setting.  Yet  the  building  that 
was  built  30  years  ago  was  not  designed  to  accommodate  those  treatments  or  those  numbers  of 
health  plan  members  and  patients.. ..The  building  that  is  before  you,  Phase  1 A  of  this  project,  is 
designed  to  accommodate  these  new  technologies.  (Dr.  Phillip  Madvig,  Kaiser  Permanente) 

Response 

The  commenter  cites  the  lack  of  sufficient  outpatient  services  space  and  the  inability  of 
the  existing  space  to  accommodate  new  technologies  as  reasons  that  Kaiser  is  proposing 
the  project.  The  project  sponsor's  objectives  (EIR  p.  43)  are  aimed  in  part  at  overcoming 
these  shortcomings  (see  specifically  bulleted  items  4  and  5).  Further  explanation  of  the 
limitations  and  inefficiencies  of  Kaiser's  existing  infrastructure  to  serve  today's 
technologies  are  provided  by  the  sponsor  and  contained  on  pp.  54  -  56  and  pp.  A.8  -  A. 25 
of  the  EIR. 

Comment 

Page  A-24  states  that  260,000  sf  is  the  minimum  space  needed  at  2290  Geary.  The  building  is 
proposed  for  150  providers  who  would  require  between  195,000  -  240,000  sf  at  Kaiser's  own 
need  of  1300-1600  sf  per  provider.  Therefore  260,000  is  in  excess  by  at  least  20,000  sf  and 
possibly  up  to  65,000  sf.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, 
January  16,  1997) 

Response 

According  to  Kaiser,  the  apparent  inconsistency  in  the  floor  area  of  the  Phase  1  A/2290 
Geaiy  Boulevard  building  is  due  to  the  following  factors:2 

2.    Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits.  February  14,  1997; 
March  5,  1997. 


95.102E 

Kaiser  Geary  Campus 


C&R.7 


E1P  9 5C23 
NUrch  31.  1997 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
C.  Comments  and  Responses/Project  Description 


1. 


The  large  three-story  entry  lobby  area; 


2. 


Retail  functions  at  the  ground  floor  level; 


3. 


Space  for  diagnostic  equipment  and  laboratories  that  will  be  shared  by  the 
Phase  IB  2295/Geary  Boulevard  building;  and 


4. 


Increased  space  requirements  for  mechanical  and  ventilation  equipment 
for  an  eight-story  building. 


The  2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  is  designed  to  house  a  total  of  1 74  health  care 
providers.  (See  p.  28  of  Data  Book,  July  2,  1996.3 )  Therefore,  while  Table  II.D.I  of  the 
EIR  shows  the  number  of  medical  offices  as  150,  this  number  reflects  the  number  of 
offices  and  not  the  number  of  providers.  At  Kaiser,  health  care  providers  include 
residents  and  other  non-physicians  (i.e.,  nurse  practitioners,  interns,  physical  therapists). 
In  the  case  of  the  non-physician  health  care  providers,  it  is  envisioned  that  some  of  them 
may  share  offices.4 


...I  believe  that  the  Draft  EIR  said  that  1 3  percent  of  the  vehicle  trips  to  Kaiser  currently  are 
from  outside  San  Francisco.  This  raised  in  my  mind,  I  guess,  questions  about  what  Kaiser  is 
doing  in  its  other  facilities  in  the  Bay  Area.  I  know  they  have  a  number  of  facilities  elsewhere. 
What  plans  do  they  have,  perhaps  approvals  for  expansions  that  have  already  occurred  that 
might  impact  some  of  the  analysis  in  here,  whether  it  would  decrease  the  use  of  San  Francisco  or 
increase  the  use  of  San  Francisco...  (James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

Response 

The  13  percent  identified  by  the  commenter  appears  in  Table  IX.F.6  on  p.  A.68  of  the 
EIR.  It  refers  to  the  percentage  of  Kaiser  employees  commuting  from  the  East  Bay.  The 
total  percentage  of  Kaiser  employees  from  outside  San  Francisco  is  25  percent.  By 
contrast,  less  than  10  percent  of  Kaiser's  patients  and  visitors  are  from  outside  San 

3.  A  copy  of  the  Data  Book  is  available  for  public  review  in  the  case  file  at  the  Department  of  City 
Planning  office  at  1 660  Mission  Street. 

4.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  5,  1997. 
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Francisco.  The  traffic  analysis  performed  for  the  proposed  project  assumed  that  this  trip 
distribution  pattern  would  not  change  in  the  future. 

Although  recent  newspaper  articles  have  reported  Kaiser  proposals  to  close  or  consolidate 
operations  in  the  East  Bay  and  South  Bay,  these  consolidations  do  not  affect  the  delivery 
of  outpatient  care  to  Kaiser  members.0  According  to  Kaiser,  the  proposals  in  the  East 
Bay  and  South  Bay  involve  certain  inpatient  facilities  only.  Since  Kaiser  does  not  plan  to 
close  any  outpatient  facilities  in  these  areas  outside  San  Francisco,  employee,  patient,  or 
visitor  trip  patterns  to  and  from  Kaiser's  proposed  outpatient  services  at  the  Geary 
Campus  in  San  Francisco  would  not  be  expected  to  change. 

Consistency  with  the  Kaiser  Institutional  Master  Plan 

Comment 

Inconsistencies  between  proposed  project  and  Kaiser  Institutional  Master  Plan:. ..The  inclusion  of 
commentary  in  the  1994  IMP  on  the  proposition  K  site  is  minimal  at  best;  indeed  the  major 
projections  in  that  IMP  call  for  retaining  the  French  campus  and  maintaining  a  dual  campus. 
An  update  to  the  1994  IMP  reflecting  Kaiser's  current  expansion  plans  is  expected  to  be 
submitted  to  the  Planning  Commission  in  early  1997  with  a  public  hearing  on  this  new  IMP  in 
late  spring  1997  (p.  55).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, 
January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  that  the  proposed  project  differs  from  policies  and  programs 
contained  in  Kaiser's  1994  Institutional  Master  Plan  (IMP).  Although  the  1994  IMP 
raised  the  possibility  of  developing  the  Eden  Property  (the  Proposition  K  site  ,  the  IMP 
discussion  was  brief  because  at  the  time  the  IMP  was  submitted.  Kaiser  had  control  over 
only  the  Kaiser-occupied  buildings  on  the  Geary  Campus,  1401-1 7  Di\isadero  Street, 
and  the  French  Campus.  The  1994  IMP  identified  the  construction  of  a  250,000  gsf 


5.    Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  14,  1997. 
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building  with  underground  parking  levels  for  500  off-street  parking  spaces  on  the  Eden 
Property.  This  general  description  of  the  proposed  building  is  similar  to  the  proposed 
Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building. 

The  1994  IMP  focus  on  the  Geary  and  French  campuses  is  explained  on  pp.  54  and  55  of 
the  EIR.  The  dual  campus  concept,  as  described  in  the  IMP  and  noted  in  the  comment, 
is  also  evaluated  in  the  EIR  as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  project.  Referred  to  in  the 
EIR  as  Alternative  F,  No  2290  Geary  -  Dual  Campus  Alternative,  this  configuration  for 
Kaiser  services  is  described  and  evaluated  on  pp.  647  -  692. 

The  commenter  also  notes  that  Kaiser  will  be  filing  an  update  to  its  1 994  IMP.  However, 
the  submission  of  that  updated  document  does  not  affect  the  environmental  analyses  of 
the  proposed  project  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  evaluates  the  physical  environmental  effects  of 
the  proposed  project  as  submitted  to  the  City  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  IMP  is  an 
informational  document  and  at  the  time  it  is  updated,  it  will  be  amended  to  be  consistent 
with  the  proposed  project  if  the  project  is  approved.  The  project  sponsor  has  indicated 
that  the  IMP  update  will  be  deferred  until  later  in  the  year.  To  acknowledge  this 
information,  p.  55  of  the  Draft  EIR,  paragraph  1,  last  sentence  is  revised  to  read: 

An  update  to  the  1994  IMP,  which  will  reflect  Kaiser's  current  expansion  plan,  is 
expected  to  be  submitted  to  the  Commission  by  the  end  of  1997  in  early  1007; 
with  the  public  hearing  on  the  IMP  projected  for  late  spring  1007. 

Comment 

Inconsistencies  between  proposed  project  and  Kaiser  Institutional  Master  Plan:. ..The  total  net 
new  space  of  approximately  638,000  gsf  produced  by  Phase  I  and  Phase  II  (445,000  +  193,000 
cited  at  p.  A-3)  is  excessive  and  not  even  necessary  as  projected  in  Kaiser's  IMP  of  1994.  In  that 
earlier  document  on  p.  9,  Kaiser  cites  a  total  outpatient  space  deficit  of  265,000  gsf;  638,000 
minus  265,000  leaves  373,000  gsf  as  surplus  new  space.  Allowing  1300  gsf  per  physician  (which 
Kaiser  used  in  their  IMP),  this  373,000  gsf  would  provide  for  287  additional  physicians.  Using 
the  very  generous  1600  gsf  per  physician  as  used  in  this  DEIR,  233  physicians  could  be 
accommodated.  If  the  current  number  of  physicians  is  indeed  383  (p.  164,  A-24),  then  a 
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minimum  number  of  616  providers  could  be  accommodated  in  this  total  outpatient  space. 
Nowhere  in  the  many  and  varied  projections  for  additional  physicians  has  Kaiser  suggested  that 
more  than  600  providers  would  be  required.  In  fact,  Kaiser  projects  a  need  for  491  health-can- 
providers  by  2010.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, 
January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  has  identified  differences  between  the  1 994  IMP  and  the  proposed 
project  with  respect  to  projections  of  space  requirements  and  number  of  physicians.  The 
EIR  evaluates  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  the  proposed  project  as  submitted  to 
the  City  by  the  project  sponsor.  The  IMP  is  an  informational  document  and  at  the  time 
it  is  updated,  it  will  be  amended  to  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  project  if  the  project  is 
approved.  Kaiser,  however,  notes  that  the  apparent  inconsistency  in  numbers  is  rooted 
largely  in  changes  in  the  health  care  industry  over  the  past  several  years.b  The  1994  IMP 
was  based  on  Kaiser  statistics  from  1992,  whereas  the  information  presented  in  the  EIR  is 
based  on  information  from  1995.  The  EIR  projections  of  space  requirements  and 
physicians  reflect  current  outpatient  service  practices  and  trends.  As  noted  on  p.  55  of  the 
EIR,  recent  key  changes  in  outpatient  care  include  increased  use  of  day  surgery  and  other 
preventive  services  that  require  additional  procedure  and  recovery  areas.  In  addition, 
advanced  medical  technology  and  specialty  medical  practices  demand  outpatient 
treatment  space.  Demand  for  this  space  is  also  greater  because  of  the  increased  use  of 
group  therapy  sessions,  support  groups,  and  health  education.  Accordingly,  statistics 
from  the  1994  IMP  and  from  the  EIR  cannot  be  compared  to  arrive  at  the  number  of 
providers  to  be  accommodated  in  the  proposed  outpatient  space.  Doing  so  leads  to 
unsupportable  projections,  such  as  the  616  health  care  providers  derived  by  the 
commenter. 


6.    Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  14,  1997. 
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It  may  be  helpful  to  compare  the  IMP  and  the  EIR  in  the  following  way  to  understand 
their  differences  and  similarities:7 

■  Health  Care  Providers.  In  the  1994  IMP,  336  health  care  providers  were 
projected  for  1997  and  409  in  2002.  The  EIR  reports  that  there  were  412  health 
care  providers  in  1 995  -  a  figure  exceeding  the  IMP's  year  2002  forecast.  The 
EIR  indicates  that  Kaiser  now  foresees  the  need  for  439  health  care  providers  in 
2000  and  520  in  2010. 

■  Amount  of  Outpatient  Service  Space  in  2000.  The  1994  IMP  projected  a  need 
for  601,800  sq.  ft.  in  2002.  Using  the  assumptions  in  the  EIR,  Kaiser  would 
require  702,400  sq.  ft.  in  2000  (439  health  care  providers  x  1,600  sq.  ft./health 
care  provider).  Yet,  Kaiser  is  proposing  about  610,00  sq.  ft.  at  the  end  of  Phase  1, 
which  is  similar  to  the  space  projected  in  the  IMP. 

■  Amount  of  Outpatient  Service  Space  in  2010.  Given  the  projection  of  520  health 
care  providers  in  2010  and  1,600  sq.  ft./health  care  provider,  Kaiser  would 
require  832,000  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  service  space  in  2010,  which  is  similar  to  the 
amount  of  space  requested  as  part  of  the  proposed  project. 

Comment 

Inconsistencies  between  proposed  project  and  Kaiser  Institutional  Master  Plan:. ..The  proposed 
project  plans  for  1,256,000  gsf  in  new  and  retained  structures  (p.  50,  59)  vs  1,047,040  gsf  cited  in 
the  1994  IMP  (p.  14,  Table  4).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, 
January  16,  1997) 

Response 

It  is  correct  that  the  EIR  and  the  1994  IMP  contain  different  figures  for  Kaiser's  future 
floor  area.  As  noted  in  the  previous  responses,  the  intent  of  the  EIR  is  not  to  reconcile 
these  differences.  The  IMP  is  an  informational  document  that  will  be  updated  by  the 
project  sponsor  to  be  consistent  with  the  proposed  project.  Nevertheless,  the  project 
sponsor  has  identified  several  reasons  for  the  different  figures.8  First,  the  planning 
horizon  for  the  1994  IMP  is  year  2002;  the  EIR  projects  Kaiser's  needs  to  year  2010. 
Second,  the  EIR  projects  a  greater  number  of  health  care  providers  than  envisioned  in 


7.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  14,  1997. 

8.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  14,  1997. 
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the  IMP  (see  previous  response  for  the  forecasts).  Finally,  the  EIR  uses  1 ,600  sq. 
ft./health  care  provider,  whereas  the  IMP  uses  1,300  sq.  ft. /health  care  provider.  All  of 
these  factors  explain  why  the  EIR  indicates  a  greater  amount  of  square  footage  for  the 
proposed  project  than  the  IMP. 

As  described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  A.8  -  A.9,  A.  16  -  A.  17,  and  A.23  -  A.25,  the  increase  in 
floor  area  required  for  each  provider  (i.e.,  from  1 ,300  sq.  ft.  in  the  IMP  to  1 ,600  sq.  ft.  in 
the  EIR)  is  due  to  the  utilization  of  a  new  Comprehensive  Primary  Care  model,  which 
will  integrate  support  services,  such  as  case  workers,  dieticians,  and  others,  and  additional 
treatment  rooms  for  injections,  lab  work,  and  minor  procedures.  These  facilities  were  not 
anticipated  in  the  IMP. 

Relationship  to  Proposition  K 

Comments 

I  first  of  all  want  to  address  the  EIR,  because  it.. .did  not  address  what  Proposition  K  did. 
Proposition  K  was  an  amendment  to  Proposition  M... .Under  Proposition  K,  and  the  reason  that 
we  got  the  support  of  the  immediate  neighborhood  organizations,  other  than  \VANA,...was 
because  Proposition  K  limits  the  expansion  city-wide  of  medical  institutions  into  residential 
areas.... [W]e  were  interested  in  showing  that  Proposition  M  works,  because  what  Proposition  M 
said  was,  that  even  though  we  have  a  land  use  policy,  what  it  does  is,  in  projects  as  much  as  this, 
that  the  voters  need  to  vote  on  issues  of  large  scale  so  that  we  take  it  out  of  the  politics  of  the  back 
room  and  we  bring  it  to  the  voters.  And  that  is  precisely  what  happened  with  Proposition  K. 
The  EIR  does  not  reflect  that.  (Joe  O'Donoghue) 

We  are  delighted  that  this  EIR  suggests  building  on  the  Prop  K  site.  We  supported  Prop  K  for 
that  reason.  We  believe  that  the  expansion  should  be  consolidated  along  the  Gears-  corridor. 
(Barbara  Meskunas,  Planning  Association  for  Divisadero  Street) 
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I  think  the  public  comments  about  Prop  K  should  be  taken  into  account,  however,  and  that  the 
final  EIR  should  reflect  the  fact  that  this  particular  project  was  considered  by  the  voters  of  San 
Francisco  and  approved.  (Jon  Henry  Kouba,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 


Response 

A  description  of  Proposition  M,  the  Accountable  Planning  Initiative  codified  as  Section 
101.1(b)  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  is  provided  on  p.  95  of  the  EIR.  As  discussed  in  the 
EIR,  Proposition  M  was  passed  by  the  voters  of  San  Francisco  in  November  1 986.  The 
proposition  further  established  a  set  of  eight  Priority  Policies,  to  be  applied  in  resolving 
inconsistencies  with  the  General  Plan.  Finally,  the  proposition  requires  that  approval  of 
any  of  the  following  actions  must  be  preceded  by  specific  findings  that  the  actions  are 
consistent  with  the  priority  policies:  any  zoning  ordinance  or  development  agreement 
authorized  pursuant  to  Government  Code  Section  65865,  any  project  or  adoption  of 
legislation  which  requires  an  Initial  Study  under  the  California  Environmental  Quality 
Act,  and  any  permit  for  a  demolition,  conversion,  or  change  of  use. 

Proposition  K  is  discussed  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  1 1 0  -  113  and  on  pp.  A.  1 2  -  A.  1 3.  In 
November,  1992,  the  voters  passed  Proposition  K,  which  was  codified  as  City  Planning 
Code  Section  249.13.  Proposition  K  created  a  Special  Use  District  for  a  portion  of  the 
block  bounded  by  Geary  Boulevard,  Divisadero  Street,  Garden  Street  and  Broderick 
Street,  identified  in  the  EIR  as  the  Eden  Property.  As  stated  in  the  EIR,  Proposition  K 
was  formulated  as  a  long-range  planning  and  policy  solution  for  reducing  the  high  cost  of 
outpatient  care  and  improving  accessibility  to  medical  treatment.  The  stated  purpose  of 
this  proposition,  as  contained  in  Section  249.13  of  the  City  Planning  Code,  is  to  help 
fulfill  the  City's  Commerce  and  Industry  Element  of  the  City's  General  Plan  by 
encouraging  the  expansion  of  needed  health  services,  while  managing  such  expansion  to 
ensure  the  preservation  and  integrity  of  residential  neighborhoods.  It  was  intended  to 
allow  development  of  an  outpatient  facility  of  sufficient  size  to  accommodate  multiple 
medical  services  under  one  roof,  in  an  area  already  used  primarily  for  medical  care  and 
well  served  by  transit.  Any  application  for  a  proposed  development  and  use  in  this  area  is 
subject  to  design  review  by  the  Planning  Commission.  As  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  95, 
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during  design  review  by  the  City  Planning  Commission,  the  Commission  would  make  a 
determination  of  the  project's  conformance  with  the  eight  Priority  Policies  specified  in 
City  Planning  Code  Section  101.1. 

It  is  not  the  function  of  the  EIR  to  suggest  or  recommend  the  location,  size,  or  design  of 
the  proposed  project.  Rather,  the  EIR  evaluates  the  proposal  as  submitted  by  the  project 
sponsor.  The  evaluation  of  the  Proposition  K  site  is  performed  in  the  EIR  because  the 
project  sponsor  proposes  to  use  the  site  in  meeting  its  objectives. 

Project  Approval 

Comment 

I  read  the  Draft  EIR  that  the  Redevelopment  Agency  doesn't  have  to  worry  about  zoning 
requirements,  that  they  have  that  autonomy.  Is  that  right?  (Cynthia  Joe,  City  Planning 
Commission) 

Response 

Portions  of  the  proposed  project  are  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  San  Francisco  Planning 
Department  and  other  portions  are  governed  by  the  San  Francisco  Redevelopment 
Agency.  The  EIR  describes  these  differences  on  pp.  52,  96  -  98,  and  109  -  117.  Figure 
III.A.3  on  p.  Ill  illustrates  the  different  land  use  districts  and  the  applicable  land  use 
authority.  Specifically,  2139  O'Farrell  (Phase  IB  site),  1401-17  Divisadero  Street  and 
2001  Geary  Boulevard  (Phase  2A  site),  and  2190  and  2200  O'Farrell  (Phase  1C  site  lie 
within  either  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment  Project  Area  A-l  or  A-2.  The 
San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency  exercises  its  own  land  use  controls,  and 
implementation  occurs  through  adopted  redevelopment  project  area  plans.  Page  109  of 
the  EIR  states  that  redevelopment  designations  preempt  local  zoning  authority. 
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Comment 

With  regard  to  the  pedestrian  bridge,  on  page  97,  it  talks  about  how  the  bridge  would  require  an 
encroachment  permit.  I  am  just  wondering  if  there  aren't  additional  approvals  that  are  required 
for  the  pedestrian  bridge.  (James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

Response 

An  application  for  an  encroachment  permit  for  the  pedestrian  bridge  variant  must  be 
submitted  to  the  Department  of  Public  Works  (DPW).  Approval  of  the  proposed 
pedestrian  bridge  is  vested  with  the  Board  of  Supervisors.  This  application  would  be 
referred  to  the  City  Planning  Commission  for  finding  of  General  Plan  consistency.  The 
Commission's  finding  on  consistency  with  the  General  Plan  would  be  forwarded  to  the 
Board  of  Supervisors. 

The  proposed  pedestrian  bridge  would  span  Geary  Boulevard  connecting  two  buildings, 
one  under  the  jurisdiction  of  the  Planning  Commission  and  one  under  the  jurisdiction  of 
the  Redevelopment  Agency.  It  is  customary  for  these  Commissions  to  review  the  design 
of  such  a  proposal.  Therefore,  although  not  required  by  law,  both  Commissions  would 
likely  conduct  public  hearings  on  the  design  of  the  proposed  bridge,  and  forward  their 
recommendations  on  the  design  to  the  Board  of  Supervisors. 

LAND  USE  AND  ZONING 

Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..Phase  1  (Phase  1A  and  Phase  1C)  would 
result  in  an  increase  of  224%  in  commercial /medical  square  footage  on  these  affected  parcels 
(P  269). 

Phase  II  would  result  in  127,000  new  square  feet  of  medical  [land  use]  at  the  (by  then  vacant)  1455 
Divisadero  site  (p.  270),  and  a  213%  increase  in  medical  square  footage  at  350  St.  Joseph's  (pp  103, 
270).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, January  16,  1997) 
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Response 

The  commenter  points  out  that  the  proposed  project  would  increase  the  developed  floor 
area  on  the  project  site.  This  land  use  intensification  is  acknowledged  in  the  EIR  on 
pp.  266  -  271.  In  particular,  the  EIR  on  p.  269  states  that  Phase  1  would  result  in  the 
demolition  of  eight  occupied  residential  units,  about  136,500  sq.  ft.  of  medical  space  used 
by  Kaiser,  and  about  52,000  sq.  ft.  of  other  commercial/retail/office  space.  These  uses 
would  be  replaced  by  new  construction  of  610,000  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  sen-  ices  space  and 
21  housing  units.  Upon  completion  of  Phases  1  and  2,  the  project  would  create  a  three- 
block  medical  facility  with  an  acute  care  hospital,  approximately  850,000  sq.  ft.  of 
outpatient  and  administrative  services,  and  parking  for  about  2,400  cars  (see  p.  271). 
Nevertheless,  the  EIR  states  on  p.  269  that  the  proposed  uses  for  Phase  1  are  either 
allowable  or  allowable  as  a  conditional  use  under  the  applicable  land  use  designations; 
the  existing  uses  are  compatible  with  existing  medical-related  and  commercial  uses  in  the 
area;  and,  for  Phase  1A,  the  proposed  development  is  consistent  with  voter-approved 
Proposition  K. 

For  a  better  understanding  of  the  overall  land  use  pattern  around  the  proposed  project, 
see  Figure  III.A.l  on  p.  106  of  the  EIR,  which  shows  the  extent  of  medical  and 
institutional  uses  in  the  project  vicinity.  The  development  program  of  UCSF/Mount 
Zion  involves  major  new  construction  for  medical-related  uses  just  north  of  Kaiser's 
proposed  project  (see  p.  271).  The  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  project  and  continuing 
implementation  of  the  UCSF/Mount  Zion  Medical  Center  Program  show  an  increasing 
concentration  of  medical  and  institutional  uses  in  the  vicinity. 

Phase  2  would  likewise  increase  the  developed  floor  area  on  the  site  at  1455  Divisaden  i 
Street  and  at  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  compared  to  existing  conditions  (see  p.  270  .  At 
each  site,  the  EIR  acknowledges  the  intensification  of  medical  administrative  uses. 
Although  Phase  2  would  increase  the  floor  area  on  the  affected  parcels,  it  would  serve  to 
consolidate  medical  services  on  the  Geary  Campus  and  reinforce  this  land  use  by 
removing  dissimilar  uses.  As  described  on  p.  270,  Phase  2A  would  develop  the  vacant 
parcel  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Geary  Boulevard  and  Divisadero  Street  and  the  existing 
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apartment  building  at  1401-17  Divisadero  Street  with  medical-related  uses.  As  a  result, 
the  entire  block  bounded  by  Geary  Boulevard,  Divisadero  Street,  O'Farrell  Street  and 
Broderick  Street  would  be  devoted  to  medical  uses,  whereas  institutional/medical  uses 
would  be  eliminated  on  the  south  side  of  O'Farrell  Street. 

Because  of  the  proposed  project's  compatibility  with  existing  uses  and  consistency  with 
applicable  land  use  regulations,  intensification  of  the  project  sites  would  not  be  a 
significant  land  use  effect.  As  stated  on  p.  502  of  the  EIR,  the  ultimate  determination  on 
the  significance  of  these  impacts  will  be  made  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  during  certification  of  the  EIR 

Comment 

...4,700  gsf  currently  leased  by  Kaiser  at  2580-90  Geary  and  4,000  gsf  at  2107  O'Farrell  would 
"most  likely  continue  to  be  office  or  medical-related"  thus  returning  absolutely  no  small-scale 
mixed  use /residential  space  to  the  neighborhood  (p.  269).  This  is  especially  disturbing  since  the 
build-out  on  both  sides  of  Geary  "could  result  in  the  development  of  additional  retail  and 
medical-related  uses  in  the  vicinity.  It  is  possible  that  the  increase  in  demand  for  such  space 
would  result  in  conversion  of  additional  residential  and  neighborhood-serving  uses  in  the  future" 
(p.  271).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  cites  text  from  the  EIR  that  acknowledges  a  change  in  the  land  use 
pattern  around  the  project  site  to  institutional  and  medical-related  uses.  According  to  the 
commenter,  this  change  is  disturbing  and  portends  a  loss  of  small-scale  mixed  use/ 
residential  space  in  the  neighborhood.  To  better  understand  this  change  in  the  area's 
land  use  pattern,  the  EIR  examines  land  use  effects  from  a  broader  perspective,  as 
discussed  in  the  following  three  points. 

First,  the  complete  sentence  from  p.  269  of  the  EIR,  cited  by  the  commenter,  reads  that 
"the  vacated  [leased]  spaces  would  be  available  for  lease,  and  would  most  likely  continue 
to  be  office  or  medical-related  uses  due  to  the  design  and  configuration  of  these 
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buildings."  This  is  space  currently  leased  by  Kaiser  for  health-related  activities;  u  is  not 
now  being  used  as  small-scale  mixed  use/residential  space.  When  Kaiser  vacates  the 
structures,  the  property  owners  are  free  to  lease  to  new  tenants.  Whether  these  future 
tenants  are  "returned  to  the  neighborhood"  is  a  function  of  market  demand,  lease  costs, 
and  applicable  zoning  regulations.  The  availability  of  this  leased  space  may  lessen  the 
demand  for  "additional  retail  and  medical-related  uses  in  the  vicinity"  identified  on 
p.  271  of  the  EIR  and  also  cited  by  the  commenter. 

Second,  the  EIR  indicates  on  p.  269  that  given  the  existing  physical  characteristics  of  the 
space,  the  vacated  buildings  would  be  most  attractive  to  other  medical  tenants.  Other 
uses  may  lease  the  space,  but  there  is  a  lesser  likelihood  that  this  would  occur. 

Third,  the  EIR  describes  the  land  uses  in  the  project  vicinity  on  pp.  105  -  107. 
Figure  III.A.1  on  p.  106  is  particularly  useful  in  understanding  the  current  mix  and 
concentrations  of  different  land  uses.  The  2300  block  of  Geary  Boulevard  between  Baker 
and  Broderick  Streets  is  predominantly  residential.  The  proposed  project  would  vacate 
this  space  at  the  end  of  Phase  1  and  consolidate  Kaiser's  operations  elsewhere  on  the 
Geary  Campus.  Thus,  the  proposed  project  would  reduce  medical  and  institutional  uses 
on  this  predominantly  residential  block.  The  two  blocks  bounded  by  Post  Street, 
Divisadero  Street,  Geary  Boulevard,  and  Broderick  Street  are  characterized  by  a  mix  of 
uses.  The  proposed  project  would  concentrate  medical-related  uses  on  these  blocks.  As 
stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  267,  while  the  proposed  project  would  represent  a  change  in  land 
use,  intensity,  and  scale,  this  site  (the  Eden  property)  "is  located  in  a  nine-block  area  that 
is  experiencing  a  change  in  land  uses  from  a  mix  of  small-scale  commercial  and 
residential  use  to  larger-scale  medical  and  related  uses  south  of  and  at  UCSF/Mount 
Zion." 

Because  the  subsequent  tenants  who  opt  to  occupy  the  vacated  Kaiser  space  have  nothing 
to  do  with  the  proposed  project  and  because  the  proposed  project  is  consistent  with 
applicable  zoning  regulations  and  the  general  land  use  pattern  of  the  nearbv 
UCSF/Mount  Zion  Campus,  changes  in  the  land  use  pattern  identified  by  the 
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commenter  are  not  considered  significant  effects  of  the  proposed  project.  Furthermore, 
the  EIR  on  p.  482  indicates  the  proposed  project  would  not  be  anticipated  to  substantially 
increase  or  accelerate  the  trend  towards  medical-related  and  business  support  uses  in  the 
area.  As  described  on  p.  502  of  the  EIR,  the  ultimate  determination  regarding  the 
significance  of  these  impacts  will  be  made  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  by  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  during  certification  of  the  environmental  document. 

Comment 

I  also  believe  there  should  be  an  analysis  on  a  buffer  zone  between  the  medical  complex  and  the 
nearby  residential  area.  There  needs  to  be  a  buffer  zone  between  the  residential  area  and  the 
medical  campus.  We  don't  have  that  in  this  EIR,  and  that  needs  to  be  examined.  (Joel 
Ventresca) 

Response 

The  EIR  analyzes  the  proposed  project  as  it  is  submitted  by  the  project  sponsor.  As 
described  in  Chapter  II,  Project  Description,  of  the  EIR,  a  buffer  zone  between  the 
medical  complex  and  the  nearby  residential  area  is  not  a  feature  of  the  proposed  project. 
Consequently,  this  concept  is  not  examined  in  the  EIR. 

On  the  other  hand,  a  buffer  zone  could  be  suggested  as  a  mitigation  measure  if  land  use 
compatibility  were  identified  as  a  significant  adverse  impact  in  the  EIR.  The  EIR  on 
pp.  266  -  276  does  not  identify  any  such  effects  and  therefore  mitigation  measures  are  not 
included. 

The  following  text  from  the  EIR  is  offered  as  the  rationale  for  why  significant  land  use 
compatibility  issues  are  not  identified.  The  proposed  project  would  consolidate  Kaiser's 
operations  and  create  a  three-block  campus  of  large-scale  institutional  buildings  similar  in 
architectural  style,  size,  and  bulk  to  the  Hospital  (see  p.  291  of  the  EIR).  This 
consolidation  and  intensification  of  uses  on  the  Geary  Campus  would  reinforce  Kaiser's 
boundaries  and  clarify  the  land  use  pattern  on  and  surrounding  the  project  site. 
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The  interface  between  the  Kaiser  medical  complex  and  nearby  residential  areas  occurs  at 
four  locations  (see  Figure  III.A.l  on  p.  106,  which  shows  existing  land  uses  in  the  projri  I 
vicinity):  along  O'Farrell  Street;  along  Divisadero  Street;  around  2350  Geary  Boulevard, 
which  includes  the  Kaiser  Teenage  Clinic,  an  outpatient  pharmacy,  and  physician  offices; 
and  around  the  Eden  property,  the  site  for  the  proposed  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary- 
Boulevard  building.  At  the  first  location,  2 1 39  O'Farrell  Street,  an  existing 
administrative  building  would  be  replaced  by  a  new  21 -unit  apartment  building.  This 
change  would  actually  consolidate  and  reinforce  the  residential  land  use  pattern  of  the 
block  south  of  O'Farrell  Street  between  Divisadero  and  Broderick  Streets.  O'Farrell 
Street  would  define  the  southern  edge  of  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  and  separate  medical 
uses  from  residences  to  the  south.  In  addition,  the  new  apartment  building  at  2 1 39 
O'Farrell  Street  would  serve  as  a  buffer  to  other  residential  uses  further  south  and 
fronting  on  Ellis  Street. 

At  the  second  location,  along  Divisadero  Street,  the  proposed  project  would  remove  the 
existing  residential  units  at  1401-17  Divisadero  Street  (the  Pink  Building).  The 
demolished  units  and  the  vacant  parcel  at  the  corner  of  Divisadero  Street  and  Geary 
Boulevard  would  be  developed  with  an  outpatient  services  building  (Phase  2/ 1 455 
Divisadero  Street).  This  would  remove  the  only  residential  uses  from  this  block  and 
convert  the  block  entirely  to  medical-related  uses  for  the  Kaiser  Campus.  Divisadero 
Street  would  then  become  the  eastern  edge  to  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  and  would 
separate  the  medical  uses  from  residential  uses  to  the  east. 

At  the  third  location,  the  space  at  2350  Geary  Boulevard  would  be  vacated  by  Kaiser  at 
the  end  of  Phase  1.  This  block  is  predominantly  residential  (see  Figure  III.A.l  on  p.  106 
of  the  EIR),  and  the  proposed  project  would  reinforce  its  residential  character  by 
removing  Kaiser's  operations  from  this  block. 

At  the  fourth  location  (the  Eden  property),  1 1  buildings,  containing  a  mix  of  residential, 
commercial,  medical  related,  and  parking  uses,  would  be  replaced  by  an  eight-storv 
outpatient  services  building.  As  described  in  Figure  III.A.1  on  p.  106  of  the  EIR.  the 
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Eden  property  is  bounded  to  the  west  across  Broderick  Street  by  residences,  a  retail  use, 
and  a  medical-related  facility;  to  the  north  across  Garden  Street  by  a  vacant  lot, 
UCSF/Mount  Zion  medical-related  uses  and  related  parking,  and  a  residential  structure; 
and  to  the  east  by  a  residential  structure.  Thus,  two  residential  buildings  would  remain 
adjacent  to  Kaiser's  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building.  While  the  EIR  states  on 
p.  292  that  the  concentration  of  institutional  development  on  the  campus  would  provide 
little  transition  to  the  smaller-scale  buildings  surrounding  the  Geary  campus,  the  Phase 
1  A/ 2 290  Geary  Boulevard  site  is  part  of  a  larger  nine-block  area  that  is  experiencing  a 
change  in  land  uses  to  larger-scale  medical  and  related  uses,  as  evidenced  by  the 
development  of  UCSF/Mount  Zion  Medical  Campus  (see  p.  267). 

In  summary,  on  the  south  side  of  Geary  Boulevard,  the  proposed  Geary  Campus 
development  project  would  be  contained  in  the  same  block  bounded  by  Geary 
Boulevard,  Divisadero  Street,  O'Farrell  Street,  and  Lyon  Street.  On  the  north  side  of 
Geary  Boulevard,  the  proposed  Geary  Campus  development  project  would  be  located  on 
a  site  specifically  reclassified  by  the  voters  for  outpatient  services,  to  be  owned,  operated 
or  affiliated  with  a  health  maintenace  organization.  Since  no  significant  land  use  impacts 
are  identified  in  the  EIR,  no  mitigation  measures  such  as  a  buffer  zone  are  suggested. 


URBAN  DESIGN  AND  VISUAL  QUALITY 


Comments 

The  project  proposed  for  2290  Geary  (the  Proposition  K  site)  is  too  large  in  height  and  scale  for 
both  the  site  and  the  neighborhood.  As  proposed  at  105  feet  high,  this  building  would  be  25  feet 
higher  than  even  the  Mt.  Zion  hospital  building.  Built  out  to  the  sidewalk,  its  bulk  and  height 
would  completely  dwarf  the  surrounding  buildings.  All  the  buildings  to  the  north  and  west  are  2 
or  3  story  residential  or  mixed  residential /commercial.  The  proposed  structure  would  be 
substantially  out  of  scale  with  the  existing  neighborhood  and  would  thus  adversely  affect  the 
environment  in  the  vicinity  of  the  proposed  project.  (John  F.  Rothmann,  Laurel  Heights 
Improvement  Association  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.) 
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[A]s  described,  Phase  1A  of  the  proposed  project  does  not  appear  to  be  either  necessary  or  good. 
It  would  absolutely  overwhelm  the  surrounding  neighborhood  which  is  made  up  primarily  ot  1  -3 
family  residences.  This  project:  does  not  promote  visual  harmony;  is  not  related  to  height  and 
character  of  existing  development;  does  not  relate  its  bulk  to  prevailing  scale  and  does  not  avoid 
an  overwhelming  appearance. 

We're  talking  about  a  building  105  feet  high  -  built  out  to  the  sidewalk  on  all  4  sides  -  and  twice 
as  big  as  any  other  building  north  of  Geary  between  Divisadero  and  Presidio.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi, 
Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  23,  1997) 

I  acknowledge  that  Kaiser  does  need  room  for  expansion.  I  mean  there  is  no  question  about 
that.  But  there  are  two  things  that  are  exceedingly  disturbing  about  this  whole  project.  One  is 
the  incredible  bulk  and  size  of  the  building  at  2290  Geary  Street.  It  is  105  feet  tall. 

Now,  to  get  some  perspective,  the  existing  large  building  at  2200  O'Farrell,  it's  a  kind  of  a  non- 
descript, not  very  well  built,  certainly  not  very  well  designed  1960's  building  that  is  also 
scheduled  to  be  replaced  -  that  is  approximately  80  feet  tall.  So,  add  another  25  percent  in 
height. 

This  site  is  also  on  a  hill.  And  if  all  of  you  could  look  at  your  Volume  I  of  the  Draft  EIR.  p.  279, 
and  for  approximately  the  next  ten  pages,  you  get  some  idea  of  the  enormity  of  these  buildings. 
They  are  totally  out  of  scale  with  the  rest  of  the  neighborhood....  [W]e  would  very  much  like  to 
see  that  building  scaled  back,  at  least  to  be  in  harmony  with  some  of  [the]  other  larger  buildings 
in  the  neighborhood.  (Courtney  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents  Association,  oral  testimony 

We  urge,  at  a  minimum,  that  the  Planning  Commission  require  as  a  condition  of  approv  al  of  the 
environmental  impact  report  for  this  proposed  project  that  the  bulk  and  height  of  the  proposed 
building  be  significantly  decreased  to  mitigate  the  significant  adverse  impacts  on  the  environment 
that  would  otherwise  result.  (John  F.  Rothmann,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Association  of 
San  Francisco,  Inc.) 
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Response 

The  EIR  states  that  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  would  contrast  in  scale,  mass,  and 
height  with  the  neighboring  buildings.  Specifically,  the  EIR  indicates  that  the  height  of 
the  building  is  over  twice  the  height  of  the  existing  buildings  directly  to  the  north  (see 
p.  277).  In  addition,  the  260,000-sq.-ft.,  eight-story  structure  would  contrast  with  the 
existing  visual  character  of  the  site,  which  is  marked  by  buildings  of  various  heights, 
architectural  styles,  and  ages,  and  varied  lot  coverage.  These  differences  are  depicted  in 
the  photomontage  on  p.  279  of  the  EIR.  The  scale  and  height  of  the  Phase  1 A  structure 
would  be  consistent  with  City  Planning  Code  Section  249.13,  which  governs  land  and 
building  dimensions  on  the  site.  As  stated  on  pp.  1 10  and  1 13  of  the  EIR,  Section  249.13 
establishes  a  Geary  Boulevard/Divisadero  Street  Special  Use  District,  which  allows  a 
maximum  height  of  1 05  ft.  and  imposes  no  bulk  or  setback  regulations.  A  side  setback  of 
up  to  15  ft.  above  the  height  of  65  ft.  may  be  imposed  by  the  City  Planning  Commission 
if  necessary  to  achieve  a  superior  architectural  design. 

The  height  of  the  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  be  eight  stories  and 
105  feet  high.  This  would  be  similar  to  other  existing  and  proposed  Kaiser  facilities.  For 
example,  the  existing  Kaiser  Hospital  at  2425  Geary  Boulevard  rises  eight  stories  from 
Geary  Boulevard  (see  p.  1 18);  the  existing  outpatient  services  building  at  2200  O'Farrell 
Street  is  reported  in  the  EIR  on  p.  124  to  be  eight  stories  (see  Figure  III.B.5  on  p.  125); 
and  the  existing  parking  garages  at  2 1 30  and  2 1 90  O'Farrell  Street  are  at  least  six  stories 
(see  pp.  124  and  128,  and  Figure  III.B.6).  In  the  future,  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary 
Boulevard  building  on  the  north  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  would  be  seen  in  context  with 
the  six-story  Phase  2B/1455  Divisadero  Street  and  eight-story  Phase  1C/2295  Geary 
Boulevard  structures.  The  overall  similarity  in  scale,  massing,  and  height  of  these 
structures,  as  shown  in  Figures  IV.B.4  and  IV.B.10  on  pp.  283  and  294,  respectively,  of 
the  EIR,  would  contribute  to  the  urbanized,  unified  appearance  described  on  p.  292  of 
the  EIR. 

The  visual  quality  effects  of  the  mixture  of  architectural  styles  in  the  non-medical 
buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  and  the  range  in  height  and  massing  of  existing  medical 
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buildings  on  the  Kaiser  campus,  as  well  as  further  north  at  the  UCSF/  Mount  Zion 
Medical  Center,  were  not  identified  as  significant  adverse  effects.  Mitigation  measures 
addressing  the  proposed  project's  height,  scale,  massing,  or  compatibility  with 
surrounding  buildings  are,  therefore,  not  required  or  presented  in  the  EIR.  See  the 
response  to  comments  on  p.  C&R.20  for  further  discussion  regarding  the  compatibility  of 
surrounding  structures  and  the  proposed  project.  The  EIR  explains  on  p.  502  that  the 
ultimate  determination  on  the  proposed  project's  urban  design  and  visual  quality  impacts 
will  be  made  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  during  the  certification  process  for  the  EIR. 

It  should  be  noted  that  the  EIR  reviews  several  alternatives  which  propose  a  reduced 
height  for  the  structure  at  2290  Geary  Boulevard.  In  particular,  Alternative  C,  No 
Shadow  Alternative,  discussed  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  575  -  601,  would  reduce  the  height  by 
one  story,  or  13  ft.;  and  Alternative  D,  Reduced  2290  Geary,  discussed  in  the  EIR  on  pp. 
602  -  625,  would  reduce  the  height  by  four  stories  and  the  floor  area  of  the  Phase  1 A 
structure  by  about  136,600  sq.  ft.  Alternatives  E,  F,  G,  and  H,  with  no  construction  at 
2290  Geary,  would  leave  the  existing  structures  intact  (see  pp.  626  -  743). 

Comments 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..This  project  would  extend  Kaiser's 
large-scale  institutional  development  to  the  north  of  Geary  Blvd.  for  the  first  time.  The  2290 
Geary  Blvd  building  would  be  more  than  twice  the  height  of  any  existing  building  north  of  Geary 
between  Divisadero  and  Presidio.  Built  out  to  the  sidewalk,  such  a  building  is  too  large  in  height 
and  bulk  and  will  dominate  the  adjacent  neighboring  blocks  which  Kaiser  itself  describes  as 
"small-scale  commercial  and  two-  to  four-story  multi-family  residential  buildings"  (p.  131 1.  The 
proposed  building  will  even  dwarf  Mt.  Zion  hospital  in  height  by  more  than  25  percent.  Janice 
L.  Bolafli,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

We  feel  that  the  proposed  height  at  105  feet  and  bulk  at  260,000  sq  ft.  are  totally  out  of  scale  with 
the  surrounding  neighborhood.  Much  has  been  made  of  the  fact  that  Kaiser  is  constructing  this 
project  on  a  commercial  corridor.  However,  at  this  great  height  and  bulk,  the  building  is  far 
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larger  than  any  other  commercial  building  in  the  surrounding  neighborhood.  Neighborhood 
advocates  on  the  south  side  of  Geary  Blvd.  have  applauded  Kaiser  for  not  building  in  a 
residential  neighborhood.  In  fact,  Kaiser  is  now  invading  a  new  residential  neighborhood  on  a 
grand  scale,  but  it  is  on  the  north  side  of  Geary  Blvd.  The  proposed  building  is  surrounded  by 
low-rise  residential  properties  which  will  be  seriously  and  negatively  affected  by  its  huge  scale. 
(Courtney  S.  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents  Association) 

Response 

These  comments  raise  two  points  regarding  the  size  and  location  of  the  Phase  1  A/ 2 290 
Geary  Boulevard  structure.  The  first  point  concerns  the  size  of  the  building  and  its 
contrast  with  the  existing  nearby  development.  The  EIR  on  p.  1 34  states  that  the  most 
visually  prominent  buildings  in  the  vicinity  are  six-  to  eight-story  Kaiser  buildings  and  the 
UCSF/Mount  Zion  buildings.  The  UCSF/Mount  Zion  buildings  range  up  to  eight 
stories,  about  the  same  height  as  the  proposed  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary  Boulevard  building. 
While  the  existing  medical  buildings  at  the  Kaiser  and  UCSF/Mount  Zion  centers  are 
similar  in  height,  the  EIR  states  on  p.  1 34  that  they  are  substantially  greater  in  height, 
bulk,  and  massing  than  other  buildings  nearby.  The  height  difference  between  medical 
and  other  uses  in  the  project  vicinity  is  depicted  in  Figure  III.A.2  on  p.  108  of  the  EIR. 

The  new  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  at  eight  stories  would  be  similar  in 
height,  scale,  and  massing  to  other  medical  buildings  (as  discussed  in  the  previous 
response).  However,  as  stated  on  p.  277  of  the  EIR,  even  though  the  building  would  have 
15-ft.  setbacks  at  its  eastern  and  western  ends  above  80  ft.,  it  would  still  be  substantially 
greater  in  mass  and  height  than  existing  development. 

The  second  point  is  that  Kaiser  would  extend  large-scale  institutional  land  uses  north  of 
Geary  Boulevard  with  this  project.  This  comment  is  consistent  with  the  EIR  discussion 
on  p.  278  which  states  that  the  construction  of  the  Phase  1A  building  would  extend  large- 
scale  institutional  development  to  the  north  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  between  Divisadero 
and  Broderick  Streets.  The  conversion  of  this  one  block  was  not  considered  a  significant 
adverse  change  in  the  overall  land  use  pattern  in  the  vicinity.  Figure  III.A.l  on  p.  106  of 
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the  EIR  maps  existing  land  uses  in  the  project  vicinity.  As  shown,  medical-related  uses  in 
the  vicinity  include  the  two  blocks  north  of  Geary  Boulevard  on  either  side  of  Di\  isadero 
Street  and  are  occupied  by  buildings  associated  with  the  UCSF/Mount  Zion  Medical 
Center.  Page  107  notes  that  other  Mount  Zion-related  uses  are  found  on  adjacent  blocks. 
Accordingly,  the  introduction  of  medical  uses  north  of  Geary  Boulevard  would  not 
substantially  change  the  overall  land  use  character  of  the  project  vicinity.  The  ultimate 
determination  of  whether  the  proposed  project  would  create  significant  land  use  impacts 
would  be  made  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission  during  the  certification  process  of  the  EIR. 

In  addition  to  the  above  points,  the  scale  of  the  proposed  project  relative  to  its 
surroundings  is  discussed  in  the  preceding  two  responses  to  comments.  The  previous 
response  also  notes  that  the  EIR  considers  four  alternatives  without  the  proposed 
structure  at  2290  Geary  Boulevard.  The  site  is  governed  by  Section  249. 1 3  of  the  City 
Planning  Code,  which  allows  construction  of  outpatient  services  facilities  by  a  health 
maintenance  organization  (HMO).  Thus,  if  Kaiser  were  not  to  propose  construction  on 
the  site,  the  EIR  states  on  p.  715  that  it  could  be  sold  to  another  qualified  HMO  which 
would  be  eligible  to  propose  a  comparably  sized  outpatient  facility. 

Comment 

This  project  would  have  a  significantly  adverse  impact  on  the  visual  quality  of  the  neighborhood, 
especially  in  view  of  the  Victorian  buildings  on  adjacent  blocks.  The  project  as  proposed  would 
adversely  conflict  with  neighborhood  character.  (John  F.  Rothmann,  Laurel  Heights 
Improvement  Association  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.) 

Response 

The  two  previous  responses  address  the  project's  effects  on  the  visual  quality  of  the 
neighborhood.  They  explain  that  the  proposed  project  would  not  result  in  significant 
adverse  visual  impacts,  as  discussed  in  the  EIR.  With  regard  to  neighborhood  character, 
the  EIR  considers  land  use  pattern,  heights  of  structures,  and  age /architecture  of  the 
neighborhood.  The  land  use  pattern  is  illustrated  in  Figure  III.A.  1 .  p.  106,  which  shows 
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a  mix  of  residential,  commercial,  parking,  and  medical-related  uses.  Existing  building 
heights  are  depicted  on  Figure  III.A.2,  p.  108,  which  shows  the  Divisadero  Street  corridor 
and  the  south  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  marked  largely  by  buildings  more  than  40  ft.  in 
height.  Most  of  the  residential  and  commercial  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  are  less 
than  40  ft.  in  height.  The  EIR  on  p.  131  describes  the  architecture  of  the  older  buildings 
as  a  mix  of  Victorian  styles  and  late-20th-century  styles.  These  descriptions  of  the  area 
indicate  a  mixed  neighborhood  character,  with  a  variety  of  land  uses,  building  heights, 
and  architectural  styles.  The  medical  uses,  accounted  for  largely  by  Kaiser  and 
UCSF/Mount  Zion,  are  a  major  component  of  the  area's  character,  particularly  along 
Geary  Boulevard  and  Divisadero  Street. 

The  EIR  on  pp.  27 1  -  272  acknowledges  that  buildout  of  the  project  would  expand  a 
medical  institution  along  Geary  Boulevard  and  could  result  in  the  development  of  other 
medical-related  or  retail  use  in  the  vicinity.  The  EIR  did  not  find  that  this  would  be  a 
significant  adverse  change  in  neighborhood  character.  As  described  on  p.  502  of  the 
EIR,  the  ultimate  determination  on  whether  there  would  be  a  significant  visual  conflict 
lies  with  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
during  the  certification  of  the  EIR. 

Comment 

One  thing  I  would  like  to  address  in  the  DEIR  that  I  hope  you  will  take  into  consideration,  that 
is  that  this  is  a  very  raggedy  block.  We  want  to  see  Kaiser  on  both  sides  as  a  uniform  corridor, 
which  we  think  will  help  the  Geary  corridor  dramatically.  (Robert  Speer) 

Response 

The  commenter  addresses  the  relationship  of  the  project  to  the  character  of  development 
on  both  sides  of  Geary  Boulevard.  The  proposed  project's  relationship  to  the  appearance 
of  Geary  Boulevard  is  discussed  in  the  EIR.  Pages  291  -  292  state  that  the  entire  Geary 
Campus  would  be  built  in  architectural  style,  size,  and  massing  similar  to  the  existing 
Kaiser  Hospital,  and  that  the  campus  would  have  an  urbanized,  unified  appearance, 
especially  along  Geary  Boulevard,  due  to  the  massing  of  the  proposed  buildings  at  2290 
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and  2295  Geary  Boulevard.  Figure  IV.B.  1  on  p.  279  of  the  EIR  illustrates  how  ( Jcarj 
Boulevard  would  appear  from  Divisadero  Street  with  the  proposed  new  development. 
Since  the  buildings  would  be  built  to  the  property  lines,  both  sides  of  Geary  Boulevard 
would  exhibit  a  uniform,  continuous  building  facade  that  would  replace  the  existing 
discontinuous  facade  and  variety  of  building  setbacks. 

Comment 

[T]he  illustrations  of  the  pedestrian  bridge  on  Pages  281  to  283  I  don't  think  clearly  show  the 
visual  impact  of  the  bridge.  I  think  alternative  illustrations,  perhaps  from  the  sidewalk,  looking 
downtown,  with  a  clearer  image  of  the  background  might  show  the  impacts  of  that  bridge  to  a 
greater  degree.  (James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

Response 

As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  visual  simulations  of  the  proposed  project  along  the 
Geary  Corridor  do  not  fully  portray  the  visual  features  of  the  above-ground  pedestrian 
bridge,  especially  in  terms  of  how  views  of  the  downtown  skyline  might  be  obscured. 
Three  additional  simulations  (see  Figures  IX.C.l  and  IX.C.2)  have  been  prepared  to 
show  the  potential  effects  of  the  bridge  on  views  of  downtown: 

1 .  The  first  viewpoint  from  the  Presidio  Avenue  overpass  at  Geary  Boulevard  is  at  a 
location  west  of  and  higher  in  elevation  than  the  proposed  pedestrian  bridge.  From 
this  location,  the  pedestrian  bridge  is  visible  but  appears  to  merge  with  the  downward 
sloping  Geary  Boulevard.  As  seen  in  the  figure,  views  of  the  downtown  skyline  would 
not  be  affected  by  the  pedestrian  bridge  from  this  vantage  point. 

2.  The  second  viewpoint  is  from  the  south  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  at  St.  Joseph's 
Avenue.  From  this  location,  also  at  a  higher  elevation  and  w  est  of  the  pedestrian 
bridge,  the  pedestrian  bridge  would  be  visible  among  the  street  and  median  trees. 
However,  the  bridge  would  appear  to  be  at  eye-level,  and  much  of  the  dow  ntown 
skyline  would  be  visible  in  the  background. 
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View  A:  Geary  Boulevard  Corridor  looking  east  from  Presidio  Avenue  showing  Illustrative  Bridge  Variant  * 


View  B:  Geary  Boulevard  Corridor  looking  east  from  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  showing  III 


Bridge  Variant 
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SOURCE:  Anshen  +  Allen  Architects 
¥  NOTE:  Median  street  trees  west  of  bridge  are  not 
shown  in  View  A,  so  that  the  proposed  project  and 
pedestrian  bridge  variant  may  be  seen  more  clearly. 


Figure  IX.C.l 
Gears-  Boulevard  Corridor 
Showing  Illustrative  Bridge  Variant 
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View  A  :  Geary  Boulevard  Corridor  looking  east  from  Broderick  Street  showing  Illustrative  Bridge  Variant 
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View  B  :  As  above  with  median  trees  not  shown* 
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SOURCE:  Anshen  +  Allen  Architects 

*  NOTE:  Median  street  trees  in  foreground  are  not 
shown  in  View  B  to  better  illustrate  the  facade  of  the 
Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  and 
the  pedestrian  bridge  variant. 


Figure  IX. C. 2 
Geary*  Boulevard  Corridor 
Showing  Illustrative  Bridge  Variant 
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3.         The  third  viewpoint  is  from  the  south  side  of  Geary-  Boulev  ard  at  the  far  western 

edge  of  the  proposed  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building  at  B  rod  eric  k  Street. 
As  seen  from  this  close-up  location,  the  bridge  would  be  visually  prominent  and 
would  obstruct  much  of  the  downtown  skyline.  A  second  photomontage  from  this 
same  vantage  point  is  provided  with  the  street  trees  in  the  Geary  Boulevard  median 
removed.  The  intent  of  this  graphic  is  to  better  illustrate  the  relationship  of  the 
bridge  to  the  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary'  Boulevard  structure. 

In  conclusion,  there  would  be  segments  along  Geary  Boulevard  where  the  pedestrian 
bridge  would  obstruct  views  of  the  downtown  skyline.  This  segment  generally  extends 
about  450  ft.  east  of  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  to  a  point  immediately  west  of  the  bridge,  at 
which  point  the  skyline  would  be  visible  under  the  bridge.  While  view  obstruction  for  this 
segment  of  roadway  is  not  considered  a  significant  visual  impact,  the  following 
improvement  measure  is  suggested  as  a  new  paragraph  2  on  p.  493  of  the  Draft  EIR: 

To  reduce  the  extent  of  view  obstruction  and  the  visual  encroachment  of  a 
physical  structure  spanning  Geary  Boulevard,  Kaiser  would  direct  the  project 
architect  to  design  the  pedestrian  bridge  to  minimize  its  scale  and  mass  as  much  as 
possible,  in  keeping  with  required  structural  standards.  The  design  of  the  bridge 
should  be  as  transparent  as  possible  to  maintain  some  views  through  the  structure 
and  to  reduce  the  mass  of  the  bridge. 

ARCHITECTURAL  RESOURCES 

Historic  Research 

Comment 

...|TJt  is  not  accurate  to  say  in  the  EIR  that:  "This  appendix  [Here  Today]  lists  2,000  buildings  which 
were  not  considered  important  enough  to  be  featured  in  the  main  text,  but  which  the  authors  felt 
worthy  of  inclusion  nonetheless.  (See  Page  139,  Volume  One.)  Similar  statements  appear 
throughout  the  document,  and  must  also  be  corrected.  (G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland  Piatt  Associates 
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Response 

The  comment  states  that  buildings  identified  in  the  Here  Today  appendix  should  be 
considered  as  architecturally  significant  as  those  discussed  in  the  main  text  of  that  book. 
The  Preface,  p.  x,  of  Here  Today  describes  the  organization  of  its  listings:  "Once  the  visual 
survey  was  completed,  the  material  was  appraised  by  the  Community  Consultants,  who 
graded  each  building.  Those  favored  by  a  majority  of  the  consultants  are  included  in  this 
book.  Those  receiving  the  highest  marks  are  in  the  main  text;  the  others  are  in  the 
Appendix."  To  clarify  the  Draft  EIR  citation  of  the  listings  in  Here  Today,  p.  139, 
paragraph  3,  lines  5-7,  is  revised  as  follows: 

This  appendix  lists  2,000  buildings  which  were  not  considered  important  enough 
to  be  featured  in  the  main  text,  but  which  the  authors  felt  worthy  of  consideration. 
inclusion  nonetheless.  According  to  the  Here  Today  preface,  the  main  text  listings 
reflect  buildings  receiving  the  highest  marks  in  the  evaluation. 

Comments 

It  appears  that  little  fundamental  historical  research  was  undertaken  on  the  properties  to  be 
demolished.  Using  Sales  Ledgers  in  the  Assessor's  Office,  old  Block  Books  and  Water  Records  as 
a  beginning,  some  information  on  early  owners  should  surface  that  could  be  explored  further.  In 
so  doing,  one  would  then  be  able  to  assess  the  development  of  the  area  and  changing  patterns 
over  time.  This  level  of  detail  is  essential  if  decision  makers  are  to  have  sufficient  information  to 
make  informed  decisions  about  a  project,  and  in  my  experience,  is  required  routinely  by  OER. 
Until  more  historical  information  is  provided,  these  sections  of  the  EIR  cannot  be  considered 
complete,  objective  or  thorough.  (G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland  Piatt  Associates) 

[T]he  two  buildings  at  2250  and  2256  Geary  were  considered  architecturally  significant  by  the 
four  (4)  architects  and  architectural  historians  who  evaluated  them;  a  fifth  reviewer  was  awaiting 
additional  information  before  making  a  final  determination.  The  files  further  show  that  the 
buildings  were  originally  scheduled  for  inclusion  in  the  main  text  [of  Here  Today  —  San  Francisco's 
Architectural  Heritage]  with  a  photograph  and  caption. ...Because  of  the  sheer  number  of  resources 
in  that  area,  relatively  few  buildings  were  able  to  be  used  in  the  main  text.... Unfortunately,  in  the 
case  of  these  two  buildings,  the  researchers  did  not  delve  into  the  information  provided  by  the 
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owner  of  both  buildings,  who,  at  the  time,  had  owned  the  properties  for  approximately  50  years. 
(G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland  Piatt  Associates) 

Response 

The  EIR  discusses  the  existing  architectural  resources  on  the  project  site  and  vicinity  on 
pp.  139  -  151,  including  the  background  archival  research.  This  material  is  provided  to 
describe  the  history  of  the  project  vicinity  and  to  determine  whether  any  of  the  buildings 
affected  by  the  proposed  project  would  be  considered  historically  significant.  Data 
sources  identified  by  the  commenter,  as  well  as  other  sources  available  in  the  Here  Today 
files,  were  consulted.  That  information,  together  with  the  results  of  the  title  search  and 
City  Directory  review,  is  documented  in  the  background  report.  Based  on  this 
information,  the  EIR  states  on  p.  140  that  neither  building  at  2250  or  2256  Geary 
Boulevard  is  uniquely  associated  with  any  persons,  events,  or  patterns  of  history  that  have 
made  a  significant  contribution  to  the  community,  state,  or  nation  -  criteria  for  listing  on 
the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places. 

As  requested  by  the  commenter,  information  from  the  background  report  is  added  to  the 
Draft  EIR  in  order  to  identify  historic  owners  and  to  describe  their  roles  in  the  overall 
development  pattern  of  the  area.  For  2250  Geary  Boulevard,  described  on  p.  147  of  the 
Draft  EIR,  the  last  sentence  in  paragraph  2  is  deleted  and  the  following  text  is  inserted  as 
a  new  paragraph  3: 

The  builder  of  the  property  has  not  been  identified,  but  its  earliest  known 
occupant  was  Father  James  Largan,  who  first  appears  in  the  City  Directories  in 
1871  and  moved  into  the  building  in  1876,  five  years  after  it  was  built.  He  was 
the  Pastor  of  Holy  Cross  Church  in  nearby  Calvary  Cemetery  betw  een  187 1-73 
and  earlier  had  lived  next  door  at  2220  Geary.  In  1874-75,  he  was  reassigned  to 
St.  John  the  Baptist  Church,  and  in  1876  he  retired  and  moved  into  this  building. 
In  1878,  he  disappeared  from  the  City  Directory,  and  the  house  was  then 
occupied  by  James  T.  Largan  (assumed  to  be  a  relative),  a  student  at  Sacred  Heart 
College.  The  younger  Largan  remained  at  this  address  until  1882.  That  year  the 
property  was  purchased  by  Morris  Solomon,  a  junk  dealer,  who  resided  here  for 
more  than  25  years.   Following  Solomon's  occupancy,  the  property  was  acquired 
by  Jessie  Labhorn  (a  fuel  supplier,  and  later  an  employee  of  the  City  Assessor  who 
owned  a  livery  stable  behind  the  house  (on  the  site  of  the  Stewart  /  Collie  nurscrv 
for  many  years.  Labhom's  widow  resided  here  into  the  1960s.  In  the  1970s  the 
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building  was  owned  by  James  Mullins  and  Michael  Williams,  and  for  a  time  was 
used  as  a  school.  Today,  the  building  is  the  home  and  office  of  writer/publisher 
Warren  Hinkle  and  the  Argonaut  Newspaper. 

For  2256  Geary  Boulevard,  the  following  information  is  added  at  the  bottom  of  p.  147  of 
the  Draft  EIR,  after  paragraph  3: 

Occupancy  at  this  address  (original  address  2220  Geary)  was  established  in  1867 
by  early  San  Francisco  florists  Henry  Stewart  and  William  Collie,  who  ran  a 
florist  shop  at  27  Geary  Street  and  in  other  financial  district  locations.  Stewart, 
who  held  actual  title  to  the  property,  lived  here  until  1905,  a  total  of  38  years. 
The  first  few  years  (1871-76),  Father  James  Largan  also  lived  here,  perhaps  as  a 
boarder.  At  that  time,  Father  Largan  was  the  pastor  at  Sacred  Heart  Chapel  of 
the  nearby  Calvary  Cemetery.  Stewart  and  Collie  also  owned  undeveloped  land 
behind  their  home,  across  Garden  Avenue  on  Post  at  Broderick,  which  they  used 
as  a  nursery  for  their  floral  business.  In  1877,  Garden  Avenue  was  officially 
named,  ostensibly  for  the  Stewart  /  Collie  "garden"  nursery  -  the  original  Garden 
Street  (near  6th  and  Harrison)  was  renamed  "Harriet  Street"  that  year.  Following 
Stewart's  death,  the  property  was  acquired  by  Laura  Bell  who  owned  the  property 
for  a  short  time.  Beginning  in  the  1920s,  and  lasting  until  the  mid-1960s,  this 
building  and  2250  Geary  were  owned  by  Jessie  Labhard  and  later  his  widow. 
Their  daughter  lived  in  this  building.  In  1966  the  owner  was  a  Mrs.  Kurrell.  In 
1977,  Michael  Williams  owned  the  building,  and  by  1988,  it  came  into  its  present 
ownership. 

Comment 

Additional  historical  research  from  the  Junior  League  Survey  should  also  be  explored  further. 
The  owners  in  1964  were  Theodora  and  Jessie  Labhard;  at  that  time,  either  or  both  (in  other 
words,  the  family)  had  owned  the  property  —  one  or  both  houses  —  for  approximately  50  years. 
The  original  owner,  again  for  one  or  both,  is  listed  as  L.  McNolly,  and  the  Water  Department 
date  is  1870.  At  the  time,  the  Fireman's  Fund  Insurance  plaque  was  noted,  a  rarity  even  in  1964. 
Does  anyone  know  when  it  was  removed  and  what  happened  to  it?  (G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland 
Piatt  Associates.) 

Response 

The  previous  response  addresses  past  ownership  of  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard. 
The  architectural  background  report  used  a  variety  of  data  sources,  including  the  Junior 
League  Survey,  and  found  that  the  original  owner/builder  of  2250  Geary  Boulevard  is 
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unknown.  The  L.  McNally  cited  in  the  comment  is  most  likely  Lawrence  McNally  of 
McNally  and  Haskins,  plumbers  and  gas  fitters.  His  signature  appears  on  the  Water 
Department  records  for  a  number  of  buildings  in  this  part  of  the  city  because  it  was  he 
who  applied  for  the  water  hook-up  permits. 

With  regards  to  the  Fireman's  Fund  Insurance  Plaque  that  was  cited  in  the  Here  Today 
files,  no  other  record  of  its  existence,  its  significance,  or  current  whereabouts  has  been 
found. 

Comment 

...I  believe  that  the  EIR  is  inadequate  in  regard  to  those  buildings  [on  Geary]  in  terms  of 
mitigation  measures.  Those  buildings,  in  my  opinion,  are  historic  not  so  much  for  their 
architecture  but  for  their  history.  They  were  created  for  people  who  served  the  cemeteries.  Ann 
Bloomfield,  Victorian  Alliance) 

Response 

As  discussed  in  the  previous  two  responses,  information  in  the  architectural  background 
report  of  the  EIR  indicates  that  none  of  the  owners  of  the  buildings  at  2250  and  2256 
Geary  Boulevard  was  directly  associated  with  the  cemeteries.  At  the  time  Father  Largan 
moved  into  2250  Geary  Boulevard,  he  was  retired  and  had  no  connection  with  the 
cemetery.  The  florists  Stewart  and  Collie,  who  resided  at  2256  Geary  Boulevard, 
maintained  their  businesses  in  the  financial  district,  and  there  is  no  record  of  them  doing 
business  in  the  cemetery  district.  Flowers  for  their  business  were  grown  behind  their 
home,  across  Garden  Avenue,  at  the  Stewart/Collie  "garden"  nursery,  but  were  not 
direcdy  associated  with  cemetery  activities. 

Comment 

I  seem  to  recall  that  Architectural  Historian  Anne  Bloomfield  researched  both  2250  and  2256 
Geary  some  years  ago,  but  I  don't  see  any  reference  to  her  work.  If  it  was  used,  she  should 
receive  credit;  if  not,  you  may  wish  to  obtain  a  copy.  (G.  Bland  Piatt.  G.  Bland  Piatt  Associates 
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Response 

Ms.  Bloomfield's  article  which  evaluated  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard  {Great  Old 
Houses  #88)  was  reviewed  during  the  preparation  of  the  architectural  background  report 
for  the  EIR  and  is  referenced  in  that  document. 

Comment 

There  is  also  the  columbarium,  which  was  another  cemetery  thing,  but  there  is  very  little  left  to 
indicate  where  the  cemeteries  were.  Therefore,  I  think  it's  important  to  say  something  about  that 
history.  (Ann  Bloomfield,  Victorian  Alliance) 

Response 

The  Columbarium  on  Loraine  Court,  about  3/4  mile  west  of  the  project  site,  is  a 
designated  San  Francisco  Landmark  and  has  been  documented  in  the  files  of  the 
Landmarks  Board.  As  noted  in  the  previous  responses  on  pp.  C&R.34  -  36,  there  is  no 
evidence  of  a  connection  between  the  cemetery  district  and  the  structures  at  the  project 
site.  A  discussion  of  the  columbarium,  which  was  related  to  the  area's  cemeteries,  would 
not  change  the  conclusion  that  the  structures  at  2250  Geary  Boulevard  and  2256  Geary 
Boulevard  are  not  historically  significant. 

Historic  Significance 

Comments 

Significant  environmental  efFects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  proposed  project  would  result  in 
the  destruction  of  2250  Geary  which  is  a  very  early  building  (1870)  and  "as  a  freestanding 
structure,  is  rare  in  a  city  of  rowhouses"  (p.  147).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  proposed  project  would  result  in 
the  destruction  of  2256  Geary  which  is  one  of  the  oldest  buildings  in  the  city,  dating  back  to  1865 
(p.  147).  Its  architectural  type  -  a  front-gabled  rowhouse  -  is  relatively  rare  (p.  150).  (Janice  L. 
Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 
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2256  Geary  was  built  in  1865.  It's  132  years  old.  It's  a  Victorian.  2250  Geary  was  built  in  1870. 
and  that  is  127  years  old,  and  that  is  a  Victorian  structure.  And  the  third  building.  41-47  Garden 
Street,  was  built  in  1876.  That  is  121  years  old.  Three  buildings  over  120  years  old. 

Basically,  if  you  look  at  the  natural  landscape  at  the  site,  this  was  the  first  human  construction  of 
the  site  that  survived.  These  are  the  oldest  buildings  that  are  identified  in  that  area  of  the  city,  in 
this  area,  in  this  neighborhood.  (Joel  Ventresca) 

The  2250  and  2256  that  have  been  cited  as  the  Prop  K  specific  sites  are  of  negligible  historical 
value.  They're  falling  down.  (Margaret  Verges) 

...I  want  you  to  know  that  I  looked  and  worked  out  of  those  [Victorian]  buildings.  Those 
buildings  are  raggedy.  Those  buildings  have  been  modified  with,  I  mean,  patch  work.  (D. 
Minor) 

I  need  to  tell  you  that  the  buildings  at  2250  and  2256  Geary  that  are  included  in  this  draft  EIR 
were  carefully  considered  by  the  Landmarks  Board  last  week,  and  the  Landmarks  Board  voted  in 
opposition  to  declaring  them  any  kind  of  historic  properties...  (Barbara  Meskunas,  Planning 
Association  for  Divisadero  Street) 

I  think  that  the  Draft  EIR  should  delete  references  to  41-47  Garden  Avenue  and  2256  Geary  as 
being  architecturally  significant.  Many  years  have  passed  since  these  buildings  were  rated.  And 
during  the  intervening  years,  whole  new  facades  were  constructed.  They  don't  even  look  like 
what  they  once  were.  All  of  the  exterior  window  trims  and  architectural  ornamentations  were 
replaced  in  the  late  Seventies  and  the  early  Eighties.  Neither  building  has  retained  its  original 
architectural  fabric.  (Barbara  Meskunas,  Planning  Association  for  Divisadero  Street) 

The  EIR  does  address  the  historical  significance  of  2250.  It  is  overplayed  already.  (Cynthia  Joe, 
City  Planning  Commission) 
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Response 

The  EIR  discusses  the  potential  eligibility  of  2250  Geary  Boulevard  and  2256  Geary 
Boulevard  for  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places  on  EIR  pp.  140,  143  -  144;  the 
EIR  found  that  the  structures  do  not  appear  to  meet  the  National  Register  Criteria.  The 
EIR  on  p.  296  notes  that  "neither  of  these  buildings  is  rated  in  any  architectural  surveys, 
designated  as  a  City  landmark,  or  listed  in  the  National  Register  of  Historic  Places."  The 
San  Francisco  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board  reviewed  the  documentation  on 
the  two  buildings  and  took  public  testimony  at  its  January  15,  1997  meeting.  By  a  5-3 
vote,  the  board  defeated  a  motion  to  find  that  the  buildings  at  2250  Geary  Boulevard  and 
2256  Geary  Boulevard  to  be  of  historical  and  architectural  significance.  The  background 
architectural  resources  report,  and  the  EIR  on  p.  295,  noted  that  the  41-47  Garden  Street 
Building  was  extensively  renovated  in  1983,  with  little  of  the  original  facade  left. 

Regarding  the  potential  relocation  of  the  structures  at  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard  in 
order  to  preserve  them,  the  EIR  found,  as  discussed  above,  that  demolition  of  the  two 
buildings  would  not  be  a  significant  adverse  effect.  Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  for 
loss  of  the  buildings,  such  as  relocation,  were  identified.  The  project  sponsor  indicates 
that  they  did  attempt  to  secure  a  willing  buyer  to  relocate  the  structure(s).9  The  EIR, 
beginning  on  p.  486,  describes  the  Eden  Group's  efforts  to  work  with  interested  parties  in 
the  relocation  of  these  buildings.  Since  1992,  when  Proposition  K  passed,  the  Eden 
Group  indicates  they  have  cooperated  with  parties  expressing  an  interest  in  securing  and 
relocating  the  buildings  at  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard.  Because  of  lack  of  interest, 
the  project  sponsor  declined  to  pursue  this  as  an  improvement  measure  for  the  project. 
Relocation  issues  are  discussed  in  the  responses  to  comments  on  the  feasibility  of 
relocation,  beginning  on  p.  C&R.42. 

Comments 

In  terms  of  the  EIR,  I  just  want  to  say  that  beauty  is  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder,  and  what  is 
relevant  historically  is  also  in  the  eye  of  the  beholder. 


9.  Joe  O'Donoghue,  The  Eden  Group,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  4,  1997. 
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I  saw  a  television  ad  that  yesterday's  news  is  tomorrow's  history.  So,  anything  could  be  called 
historic,  and  we  have  to  be  very  careful  as  to  how  we  are  going  to  preserve  our  history.  I  think 
these  buildings,  personally,  look  pretty  terrible.  I  think  it  does  nothing  to  enhance  the 
neighborhood,  and  I  think  if  we  want  to  preserve  the  history,  some  part  of  history  should  be 
preserved  in  the  books,  and  we  don't  need  in  this  building  to  preserve  history.  (Rose  Tsai,  San 
Francisco  Neighbors  Association) 

[N]ot  all  of  us  see  historical  significance  the  same  way.  When  you  talk  about  buildings  that  are 
historically  significant,  I  am  always  reminded  that  in  some  of  these  buildings,  my  father,  my 
grandfather  wouldn't  have  been  allowed  to  go  in,  even  though  they  were  public  businesses,  places 
of  business.  Cemeteries  that  I  couldn't  have  been  buried  in  if  I  had  died  at  that  time.  (Reverend 
Arnold  Townsend) 

Response 

The  comments  regarding  the  definition  of  historical  significance  are  noted.  The 
standards  applied  in  the  EIR  are  described  in  the  discussion  of  architectural  resources;  see 
pp.  139-  144. 

Comment 

Comments  in  the  EIR  regarding  the  physical  condition  of  these  buildings  do  not  appear  to  come 
from  a  disinterested  source,  and  should  not  be  considered  objective.  (G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland 
Piatt  Associates) 

Response 

The  information  provided  in  the  architectural  background  report  for  the  buildings  is 
taken  from  Sanborn  maps,  building  permit  records,  and  site  observ  ations  of  the  exterior 
conditions  by  the  architectural  resource  consultant.  The  interior  of  2250  Geary 
Boulevard  was  also  inspected  and  its  condition  noted.  Additional  information  on  the 
condition  of  buildings  cited  in  the  architectural  background  report  was  provided  by  the 
project  sponsor.  That  information  was  found  to  be  descriptive  of  the  condition  of  the 
buildings. 
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Improvement  Measures  Proposed  as  Part  of  the  Project 
Comments 

By  unanimous  vote,  [the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board]  approved  a  motion 
a)  recommending  that  interior  photographs  of  the  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard  structures  to 
be  added  to  the  improvement  measure  in  Volume  1,  page  486  of  the  DEIR;...(Denise  LaPointe, 
Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board) 

[T]he  mitigation  measures  concerning  the  demolition  of  those  two  buildings  are  not 
sufficient.. ..No.  1,  the  photos  ought  to  be  of  the  interior  as  well  as  of  the  exterior. 

No.  2,  the  report  that  goes  in  with  the  photos  in  the  mitigation  measure  should  contain  historical 
information  about  the  cemeteries,  because  these  two  buildings  are  the  only  private  buildings  I 
can  think  of  that  are  left  that  have  to  do  with  the  people  who  lived  around  the  cemeteries  because 
their  livelihoods  were  connected  with  them.  (Ann  Bloomfield,  Victorian  Alliance) 

Response 

The  comments  recommend  the  inclusion  of  interior  photographs  of  the  structures  at  2250 
Geary  Boulevard  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard  as  part  of  the  improvement  measure 
described  on  p.  486  of  the  EIR.  Accordingly,  the  improvement  measure  proposed  as  part 
of  the  project  on  p.  486,  lines  2-3,  is  revised  as  follows: 

The  photographs  would  be  interior  views  as  well  as  exterior  views  of  each  facade 
of  each  building. 

Regarding  a  historic  property  report,  as  indicated  in  responses  regarding  the  historic 
context  of  these  buildings,  the  historic  owners  and  occupants  of  these  buildings  are 
secondary  figures  with  only  loose  associations  to  the  vanished  cemetery  district.  A 
detailed  description  of  the  cemetery's  role  in  the  overall  development  pattern  of  this  area 
of  the  City  is  presented  in  the  EIR,  pp.  153  -  157,  and  in  the  Archeo-Tec  cultural 
resources  background  report  prepared  for  this  EIR. 
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In  order  to  expand  the  discussion  of  the  Calvary  Cemetery  in  the  Architectural  Resources 
section  of  the  EIR,  the  following  text  is  added  to  replace  sentences  2  and  3  of  paragraph  1 
on  p.  139: 

The  western  half  of  the  campus  on  the  350  St.  Joseph's  parcel  is  situated  within 
the  boundaries  of  the  Old  Calvary  Cemetery  Site.  Calvary  Cemetery  became  the 
final  resting  place  for  some  of  San  Francisco's  earliest  setders.  The  Cemetery  was 
founded  in  the  year  1859,  by  the  Most  Rev.  J.  S.  Alemany,  Roman  Catholic 
Archbishop  of  San  Francisco.  Relatively  little  new  development  took  place  in  the 
study  area  between  the  early  1880s  and  1890s  (see  III.D.  Cultural  Resources, 
p.  154).  However,  the  study  area  became  increasingly  commercial  as  the  20th 
century  progressed.  During  the  1930s,  the  San  Francisco  Board  of  Supervisors 
enacted  an  ordinance  which  mandated  the  removal  of  all  cemeteries  from  the 
City.  All  of  San  Francisco's  graveyards,  including  the  old  Calvary  Cemetery, 
eventually  were  removed  to  new  locations  outside  of  the  City. 

Feasibility  of  Property  Relocation 
Comments 

Because  of  the  importance  of  both  of  these  building  architecturally  and  historically,  additional 
mitigation  measures  must  be  explored,  including  their  retention  in  situ  or  elsewhere  on  the  site. 
(G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland  Piatt  Associates) 

Our  organization,  as  well  as  many  in  the  preservation  community  feel  these  rare  1870's 
Victorians  have  considerable  architectural  significance  and  are  well  worth  saving.  Intensive 
efforts  should  be  made  to  find  a  site  in  the  neighborhood  for  these  two  cottages.  At  the  very  least, 
they  should  be  historically  documented.  (Courtney  S.  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents 
Association) 

[W]hat  I  would  like  to  see  in  the  mitigation  part  of  the  DEIR,  or  the  EIR,  is  that  these  [Victorian 
and  Edwardian]  buildings  be  restored  so  that  they  become  attractive  to  people  who  might 
replace  them  in  the  area  or  in  other  parts  of  the  Victorian  sections  of  San  Francisco.  The 
developers  are  perfecdy  capable  of  doing  such  a  restoration,  because  they  have  in  the  past.  In 
addition,  it  has  been  Redevelopment's  practice  on  several  occasions  to  require  restoration  of 
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places  of  this  sort.. ..So,  what  I  would  like  to  see  is  some  sort  of  mitigation  that  saves  these 
buildings  and  requires  that  the  developers  make  them  savable.  (Bill  Wahrhaftig) 

I  have  read  in  the  environmental  impact  report  on  some  of  the  alternatives  for  the  property. 
They  seemed  rather  weak.  There  was  no  talk  about  how  to  save  some  of  those  houses  in 
the  re.... The  re  is  no  alternative  about  moving  some  of  those  houses  that  have  historical  value.  I 
think  that  this  needs  really  to  be  more  studied.  Is  there  a  possibility  to  move  these  houses  to 
another  area  where  we  can  save  the  housing  as  well  as  build  this  project  for  Kaiser?  (Stan  Smith, 
San  Francisco  Building  Trades  Council) 

It  seems  to  me  that  we  need  a  mitigation  measure  that  is  going  to  protect  and  preserve  these 
buildings  [2250  Geary,  2256  Geary,  and  41-47  Garden  Street].  We  shouldn't  let  them  be 
bulldozed  and  knocked  down.  (Joel  Ventresca) 

The  other  thing  I  wish  to  address  is  the  preservation  of  these  two  Victorian  cottages  that  date 
from  the  1860's  and  1870's.  The  EIR  really  does  not  address  their  significance.. ..I  would  think 
that  they  would  be  able  to  be  fairly  easily  moved  to  a  location  in  the  neighborhood  and  restored 
by  somebody.  It  seems  to  me  that  the  redevelopment  agency  has  a  lot  that  is  not  very  big  that  is 
at  the  corner  of  Webster  and  O'Farrell,  and  I  think  there  is  a  big  sign  asking  for  proposals,  what 
to  do  with  this  lot.  Isn't  there  some  way  that  this  lot  could  be  considered  as  a  possibility  for  these 
cottages?  (Courtney  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents  Association,  oral  testimony) 

We  urge  the  commission  to  reject  any  suggestion  that  the  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard 
buildings  be  moved  elsewhere. ...The  energy  and  effort  to  relocate  these  buildings  expended  in 
the  last  four  years  has  just  simply  not  been  fruitful.  There  is  no  reason  to  hold  up  this  project  to 
carry  this  another  step  further,  because  we  think  we  have  exhausted  all  of  the  remedies  that 
might  be  available  to  preserve  them.  (Barbara  Meskunas,  Planning  Association  for  Divisadero 
Street) 
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Response 

The  comments  above  are  principally  concerned  with  the  need  for  and  feasibility  of 
relocating  the  structures  at  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard,  although  one  commentcr 
believes  enough  effort  has  been  expended  already  to  relocate  them.  The  issue  of  whether 
these  structures  are  historically  significant  is  dealt  with  in  the  prior  responses  to  comments 
concerning  historic  significance,  pp.  C&R.37  -  40.  The  EIR  did  not  find  these  buildings 
to  be  significant.  This  finding  was  also  made  by  the  Landmarks  Preserv  ation  Advisory 
Board  at  its  January  15,  1997  meeting.  Because  these  structures  are  not  considered 
historically  significant,  their  potential  loss  does  not  constitute  a  significant  impact  under 
CEQA.  Therefore,  mitigation  measures  to  preserve  the  structures  are  not  required. 

Although  the  loss  of  the  structures  would  not  be  a  significant  adverse  impact,  the 
opportunity  to  preserve  the  structures  at  2250  Geary  and  2256  Gears-  Boulevard  and  to 
relocate  them  elsewhere  was  identified  as  an  improvement  measure.  This  measure  was 
considered  and  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor.  Pages  486  and  487  of  the  EIR  describe 
prior  efforts  by  the  Eden  Group  to  work  with  interested  parties  to  secure  sites  and 
relocate  these  buildings.  Since  1992,  when  Proposition  K  was  passed  by  the  San 
Francisco  voters,  the  Eden  Group  indicates  they  have  cooperated  with  individuals  who 
contacted  them  regarding  the  preservation  of  these  buildings.  Potential  relocation  sites 
were  identified  by  interested  parties  in  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment  Project 
Area  A-2.  Due  to  a  lack  of  interest  after  entertaining  inquiries  for  four  years,  the  project 
sponsor  declines  to  further  pursue  this  improvement  measure  so  that  Phase  1  A/2295 
Geary  Boulevard  can  proceed  without  delay  after  certification  of  the  Final  EIR.10 

The  parcel  at  Webster  and  O'Farrell  Streets  in  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  A-2,  noted  in  the  comments  as  a  potential  relocation  site,  has  dimensions  of 
45  ft.  by  65  ft.  and  a  50-ft.  height  limit."  This  lot  would  not  have  sufficient  width  or 
depth  to  accommodate  the  two  structures.  Additionally,  that  parcel's  designated  use 


10.  Joe  O'Donoghue,  The  Eden  Group,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  4,  1997. 

1 1 .  Shirley  Wiesinger,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency. 
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under  the  Project  Area  A-2  is  Institutional  or  High-Density  Residential,  not  single-family 
residences.  Finally,  "Certificate  holders"  (i.e.,  former  occupants  of  the  Area  A-2  Project) 
have  first  option  to  develop  this  parcel. 

It  is  noted  that  the  EIR  discusses  four  alternatives  to  the  proposed  project  that  would 
preserve  the  existing  structures  on  the  Eden  property,  including  2250  Geary  and  2256 
Geary  Boulevard.  These  alternatives,  Alternatives  E,  F,  G,  and  H,  would  not  construct 
the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building.  The  description  and  analyses  of  these 
alternatives  are  on  pp.  626  -  743  of  the  EIR. 

Comments 

By  unanimous  vote,  [the  Landmarks  Preservation  Advisory  Board]  approved  a  motion. ..b)  to 
direct  project  sponsor  to  provide  a  thorough  analysis  of  the  feasibility  and  detailed  cost  of  moving 
the  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard  buildings.. .and  requesting  additional  information  to  be 
included  in  the  response  to  comments.  (Denise  LaPointe,  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board) 

Another  matter  of  great  concern  to  PHRA  is  the  proposed  destruction  of  the  two  historic  cottages 
at  2250  and  2256  Geary  Blvd.  I  was  at  the  Landmarks  Board  meeting  on  January  15th,  1997 
where  the  developers  and  their  supporters  repeatedly  stated  that  these  Victorians  were  of  little 
architectural  significance.  Unfortunately,  they  were  able  to  convince  that  Board  that  restoration 
costs  would  be  in  the  one  million  dollar  range,  and,  therefore,  the  Victorians  were  not 
realistically  salvageable.  We  feel  these  projected  costs  have  been  grossly  inflated  to  make  an 
argument  and  not  to  portray  a  true  picture.  (Courtney  S.  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents 
Association) 

Response 

As  noted  in  previous  responses,  the  structures  at  2250  Geary  Boulevard  and  2256  Geary 
Boulevard  are  not  considered  to  be  historically  significant.  The  Landmarks  Preservation 
Advisory  Board,  at  its  January  15,  1997  meeting,  voted  5-3  to  defeat  a  motion  finding 
them  to  be  of  historical  and  architectural  significance.  Because  demolition  of  these 
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buildings  is  not  found  to  be  a  significant  adverse  impact,  no  mitigation  measures  are 
required  under  CEQA.  Nevertheless,  because  of  the  interest  expressed  in  th< 
comments,  the  project  sponsor  has  provided  the  following  information.1*' 

Cost  estimates  to  move  the  buildings  have  been  developed  by  TransAtlantic 
Construction,  a  firm  that  has  constructed  and  renovated  about  125  residential  structures 
over  the  past  20  years.13  TransAtlantic  Construction  also  consulted  with  Fisher  Bros. 
House  Moving,  a  firm  that  has  specialized  in  moving  houses  for  over  50  years.  The 
estimates  include  three  major  phases  in  the  relocation  of  a  structure:  1)  preparation  for 
moving  the  structure;  2)  the  physical  relocation  of  the  structure;  and  3)  the  placement  of 
the  structure  at  the  new  site.  For  the  cost  estimates,  it  was  assumed  that  the  buildings 
could  be  moved  from  their  present  locations  to  other  sites  within  a  maximum  of  1 5  blocks 
within  the  Western  Addition  Area  A-l  or  A-2  and  that  the  new  sites  would  be  of  sufficient 
size  so  that  both  buildings  would  be  detached  structures. 

If  it  were  to  be  moved,  the  building  at  2250  Geary  Boulevard  would  be  cut  into  three 
segments,  with  the  largest  segment  about  40  ft.  long.  The  building  at  2256  Geary 
Boulevard  would  be  cut  into  two  segments.  The  segments  would  be  jacked  about  four 
feet  above  the  existing  foundation  and  placed  on  steel  beams  onto  dollies  for  moving.  At 
their  new  sites,  the  buildings  would  be  reassembled  and  brought  up  to  existing  building 
code  standards,  which  they  currently  fail  to  satisfy.  Costs  by  major  phase  are  presented 
below  in  Table  IX.C.l  and  the  reader  is  referred  to  the  City  Office  of  Env  ironmental 
Review  for  the  more  detailed  line  itemized  cost  figures. 

Restoration  of  the  buildings  at  the  site  is  estimated  at  approximately  S190/sq.  ft.  This 
cost  is  comparable  with  typical  residential  restoration  costs  in  the  San  Francisco  area. 
The  cost  of  relocating  the  buildings  includes  preparation,  disassembly,  transportation,  site 


12.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  11,  1997  and  March  5. 
1997;  Joe  Cassidy,  TransAtlantic  Construction,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  12,  1997. 

13.  The  cost  estimate  prepared  by  TransAtlantic  Construction,  February-  12,  1997  is  on  file  with  the  City 
Planning  Department,  Office  of  Environmental  Review. 
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acquisition,  the  construction  of  new  foundations,  reassembly,  rehabilitation  and 
restoration.  This  work  is  estimated  at  approximately  S328/sq.  ft.,  not  including  the  cost 
of  new  sites. 


TABLE  IX.C.l 
Costs  to  Relocate  2250  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard 


2250  Geary 
Boulevard  Building 

2256  Geary 
Boulevard  Building 

Preparing  building  for  moving 

$145,900 

$180,200 

Moving  the  building 

$93,000 

$93,000 

Reinstalling  building  at  new  site 

$259,200 

$337,012 

Subtotal 

$498,100 

$610,212 

Insurance,  overhead,  and  supervision 

$64,753 

$79,327 

Subtotal 

$562,853 

$689,540 

Profit 

$28,143 

$34,477 

Total  (exclusive  of  land  costs) 

$590,996 

$724,017 

Source:      TransAtlantic  Construction,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  City  Planning  Department,  February  12,  1997. 


As  a  less-cosdy  alternative  to  relocation,  replicas  of  historic  buildings  are  sometimes  built. 
The  cost  to  replicate  these  two  buildings  in  San  Francisco  would  include  site  acquisition 
and  construction  costs.  Two  oversize  30-ft.  (standard  lots  are  25  ft.)  flat  lots  in  an  RH-1 
district,  if  available,  would  cost  about  a  minimum  of  S250,000  each.  The  costs  of 
constructing  two  custom  single-family  homes  (cumulative  total  of  4,000  sq.  ft.),  at 
S250/sq.  ft.  would  be  SI ,000,000.  The  total  cost  (S1.5M)  to  replicate  these  two  buildings 
would  be  less  than  the  relocation  cost  but  would  exceed  their  potential  market  value. 

Comment 

One  might  also  question  the  methods  used  to  offer  the  two  buildings  to  someone  who  might  wish 
to  move  them.  Usually,  such  an  undertaking  is  broader  in  scope.  (G.  Bland  Piatt,  G.  Bland  Piatt 

Associates) 

Response 

As  indicated  in  previous  responses,  the  structures  at  2250  Geary  Boulevard  and  2256 
Geary  Boulevard  are  not  of  historic  or  architectural  significance.  Their  loss  would 
therefore  not  be  a  significant  adverse  impact  under  CEQA.  Relocation  of  the  structures 
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can  be  considered  an  improvement  measure  to  reduce  the  effects  of  a  less-than-significant 
effect.  However,  this  measure  has  been  considered  and  rejected  by  the  project  sponsor  as 
documented  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  486  -  487.  A  further  description  of  the  project  sponsor- 
rejection  of  this  measure  is  provided  here.14 

According  to  the  property  owner  of  2250  Geary  and  2256  Geary  Boulevard,  there  was 
local  interest  prior  to  voter  approval  of  Proposition  K  in  1992  possibly  to  relocate  the  two 
buildings.  The  Foundation  for  San  Francisco's  Architectural  Heritage  and  the  Victorian 
Alliance,  two  organizations  active  in  historic  preservation,  were  contacted  by  interested 
residents  in  the  area  but  neither  of  them  expressed  an  interest  in  relocating  the  structures. 
To  solicit  interest,  the  property  owner  offered  to  contribute  S20,000  towards  this  effort, 
but  the  offer  was  not  accepted  by  any  individuals  or  organizations  over  the  past  four 
years. 

With  the  offer  outstanding,  local  groups,  including  the  Beideman  Area  Neighborhood 
Group  and  the  Planning  Association  of  Divisadero  Street,  and  the  San  Francisco 
Redevelopment  Agency  researched  possible  sites  within  the  Western  Addition 
Redevelopment  Project  Area  A-2.  Two  candidate  sites  were  initially  identified  at  Ellis 
and  Divisadero  Streets  and  at  Eddy  and  Webster  Streets.  The  latter  was  subsequendy 
determined  to  be  unsuitable  because  of  its  size.  The  site  at  Ellis  and  Divisadero  Streets 
was  suitable  but  no  sponsors  were  identified.  Both  sites  have  since  been  made  available 
for  other  uses  by  the  Redevelopment  Agency. 

In  1996,  an  individual  contacted  the  property  owner  about  possible  relocation  of  the 
buildings  to  Marin  County.  According  to  the  property  owner,  the  individual  cited  the 
prohibitive  costs  and  relocation  problems  as  reasons  for  abandoning  the  effort.1 ' 


14.  Joe  O'Donoghue,  The  Eden  Group,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  4,  1997. 

15.  Joe  O'Donoghue,  The  Eden  Group,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  4,  1997. 
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Based  on  this  history,  there  have  been  efforts  made  to  offer  the  buildings  to  individuals 
interested  in  relocating  them,  including  contacting  local  historic  preservation 
organizations,  identifying  relocation  sites,  and  contributing  funds  for  relocation.  These 
efforts  do  not  appear  to  have  elicited  realistic  offers  to  relocate  the  structures.  The  EIR 
states  on  p.  487  that  the  project  sponsor,  therefore,  wishes  to  commence  construction  of 
the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  Building  in  a  timely  manner  so  that  provision  of 
needed  health  care  will  not  be  delayed  and  believes  that  a  requirement  to  continue  what 
have  been  unsuccessful  efforts  to  relocate  the  buildings  will  result  in  such  delay. 

SHADOWS  AND  WIND 

Shadows 
Comments 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..2290  Geary  would  cast  shadow  trace 
over  all  or  parts  of  eleven  (11)  city  blocks.  2295  Geary  would  cast  shadow  trace  over  all  or  parts 
of  twelve  (12)  city  blocks.  (Appendix  C,  Figs  IX.C.l  and  IX.C.2.)  Among  the  areas  affected  is  a 
city  park  and  library,  triggering  application  of  the  City's  Sunshine  Ordinance.  The  shadowing 
on  the  library  is  not  limited  to  the  parking  area  but  would  also  shadow  the  windows  which 
presently  bring  considerable  light  to  the  interior.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

I  think  that  that  shadow  is  significant  and  that  probably  what  we  ought  to  do  is  get  somebody  at 
the  park  to  stop  people  from  playing  on  the  roof  of  the  library  and  maybe  that  will  solve  the 
problem  that  way.  (Reverend  Arnold  Townsend) 

Response 

Because  the  proposed  shadow  would  cast  shadows  onto  public  areas  under  the 
jurisdiction  of  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission,  Section  295  of  the  City  Planning 
Code  (the  City's  Sunlight  Ordinance)  applies  (as  compared  to  the  Sunshine  Ordinance 
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identified  by  the  commenter  which  concerns  access  to  public  documents).  A  discussion  of 
Section  295  is  presented  in  the  EIR  on  p.  33 1 .  No  specific  shadow  criteria  have  been 
established  for  the  Hamilton  Recreation  Center.  In  determining  the  significance  of  any 
new  shadow  on  a  public  park  or  open  space,  the  City  Planning  Commission  has  consulted 
with  the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  its  General  Manager.  They  considered 
factors  such  as  the  location  of  the  shadow,  size  of  the  shadow,  and  hour  of  its  occurrence. 
Following  a  review  of  the  shadow  diagrams  and  a  discussion  of  shade  effects,  the 
Recreation  and  Park  Commission  voted  on  January  16,  1997  to  recommend  to  the  City 
Planning  Commission  that  the  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project  would  not  be 
significant  (Resolution  No.  9716-21 1).  On  January  23,  1997,  after  a  duly  noticed  public 
hearing,  the  City  Planning  Commission  found  the  shadow  effects  of  the  proposed  project 
on  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  to  be  insignificant,  pursuant  to  Planning  Code,  Section 
295.  The  EIR  findings  are  consistent  with  this  determination. 

As  noted  in  the  comments,  EIR  Appendix  C,  Shadows,  pp.  A. 26  -  A. 28,  illustrates  the 
maximum  shadow  trace  cast  by  the  2290  and  2295  Geary  Boulevard  buildings  and 
indicates  that  portions  of  the  Western  Addition  Public  Library  and  the  Hamilton 
Recreation  Center  could  be  affected.  Figures  IX.C.l  and  LX.C.2  show  only  the 
afternoon  shadows  that  would  be  cast  by  the  proposed  buildings  at  2290  and  2295  Gears- 
Boulevard.  They  show  the  maximum  shade  effects  and  do  not  take  into  account 
intervening  buildings  and  their  existing  shadows.  When  these  other  factors  are  taken  into 
consideration,  the  new  shadows  from  the  proposed  project  would  not  extend  over  11-12 
city  blocks,  nor  shade  the  play  area  of  the  Center. 

Shadows  effects  on  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  are  shown  in  the  EIR  in  Figures 
IV.E.l  -  IV.E.26  and  discussed  on  pp.  301  -  335.  The  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary-  Boulevard 
building  would  add  new  shadows  to  the  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  property  and  the 
Western  Addition  Library  (see  Figure  IV.E.25);  however,  the  shadows  would  affect  only 
the  parking  lot  of  the  recreation  center  (not  the  play  fields)  and  entrance  to  the  public 
library  (not  the  roof)  for  15  minutes  or  less  per  day  in  the  fall  and  winter.  The  maximum 
shadow  cast  would  occur  after  5:30  PM  in  October  and  encompass  about  1 ,970  sq.  ft. 
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The  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  structure  would  also  cast  shadows  onto  these 
public  areas  (see  Figure  IV.E.26).  The  shadows  would  affect  the  sidewalk  area  near  the 
public  library  and  the  parking  lot  area  for  about  15  minutes  or  less  per  day  in  the  late  fall 
and  early  winter.  The  maximum  shadow  cast  would  occur  at  nearly  4:00  PM  in 
November  and  encompass  about  2,300  sq.  ft.  Some  of  this  shadow  would  be  on  windows 
of  the  Western  Addition  Public  Library. 

Comment 

The  residents  [on  the  north  side  of  Geary  Boulevard]  will  lose  much  of  their  sunlight..  .(Courtney 
S.  Clarkson,  Pacific  Heights  Residents  Association) 

Response 

Project  shadow  patterns  would  include  areas  north  of  Geary  Boulevard.  Figures 
IV.E.13  -  IV.E.15,  pp.  317,  319,  and  320,  illustrate  the  largest  extent  of  new  shadows 
north  of  Geary  Boulevard  which  would  occur  during  the  winter.  As  discussed  in  the  EIR 
on  p.  304,  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  shadow  would  primarily  shade 
parking  areas  north  of  Garden  Street.  As  shown  in  Figure  IV.E.13,  p.  317  of  the  EIR, 
the  10  AM  shadows  from  the  proposed  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  and  Phase 
1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  buildings  would  extend  north  of  Geary  Boulevard,  along  the 
west  side  of  Broderick  Street  and  onto  portions  of  Post  Street.  About  eight  residential 
structures  would  be  affected,  seven  on  the  west  side  of  Broderick  Street  and  one  at  the 
northeast  corner  of  Broderick  and  Post  Streets.  As  shown  on  Figure  IV.E.  15,  p.  320,  by 
3  PM,  two  residential  structures  (one  between  Post  and  Garden  Streets  and  one  along 
Geary  Boulevard,  north  of  Broderick  Street)  would  be  affected  during  the  winter. 
Additional  shading  of  private  properties  is  generally  not  considered  a  significant 
environmental  impact,  as  identified  in  the  EIR.  By  contrast,  shading  of  public  open  space 
may  be  considered  a  significant  adverse  impact.  As  noted  in  the  previous  response,  both 
the  Recreation  and  Park  Commission  and  the  City  Planning  Commission  have 
determined  that  the  project's  shade  effects  are  insignificant. 
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Comment 

Not  only  would  this  building  tower  over  the  average  Victorian  structures  that  currently  exist  in 
our  neighborhood,  but  we  would  also  be  deprived  of  the  morning  sunrise  that  is  so  desperau  K 
needed,  especially  during  the  spring  of  the  year  when  most  of  our  neighbors  are  planting  our 
various  gardens  for  the  summer.  (Gene  Mayo,  Lower  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

Responses  to  comments  about  the  height  of  the  proposed  project  relative  to  the  structures 
in  the  neighborhood  are  in  the  Urban  Design  and  Visual  Quality  section,  beginning  on  p. 
C&R.22.  Regarding  shade  effects,  Figure  IV.E.16  on  p.  321  of  the  EIR  illustrates  project 
shadow  patterns  during  spring  mornings.  This  figure  indicates  that  the  new  project 
shadow  at  10  AM  on  March  21  would  affect  the  street  frontage  of  buildings  on  the  west 
side  of  Broderick  Street  north  of  Geary  Boulevard.  At  times  earlier  than  10  AM,  new 
shadows  would  be  longer  and  would  be  more  directly  westerly  than  shown  in  Figure 
IV.E.16  because  of  the  sun's  position.  It  can  be  expected  that  about  six  residential 
buildings  fronting  onto  the  west  side  of  Broderick  Street  (between  Geary  Boulevard  and 
Post  Street)  and  three  residential  structures  fronting  onto  the  north  side  of  Gear)' 
Boulevard  (between  Broderick  and  Baker  Streets)  would  be  in  shade  from  early  morning, 
spring  shadows  cast  by  the  proposed  project.  Figure  IV.E.16,  when  reviewed  with  Figure 
III.A.1,  p.  106,  which  shows  existing  land  uses  in  the  project  vicinity,  indicates  that  by  10 
AM  on  March  2 1 ,  one  residential  structure  along  Broderick  Street  and  a  portion  of 
another  residential  building  on  Garden  Street  would  be  in  shade.  Figure  IV. E.  1 7  shows 
that  by  noon  on  March  21  neither  of  these  buildings  would  be  shaded. 

The  early  morning  shadows  in  the  spring  would  be  on  the  fronts  of  the  residential 
structures  and  not  backyards.  If  there  are  plantings  or  gardens  in  the  front  of  the 
approximately  nine  residential  buildings  that  would  be  affected,  they  would  be  newly 
shaded  for  periods  of  time  during  spring  mornings.  Additional  shading  of  private 
properties  is  generally  not  considered  a  significant  environmental  impact,  as  identified  in 
the  EIR.  By  contrast,  shading  of  public  open  space  may  be  considered  a  significant 
adverse  impact.  However,  the  shade  effects  on  public  open  space  were  determined  by  the 
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City  Planning  Commission  on  January  23,  1997  to  be  insignificant,  pursuant  to  City 
Planning  Code,  Section  295. 

Wind 
Comments 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  project  would  produce  17  sites  with 
uncomfortable  wind  conditions  -  a  50%  increase  over  existing  conditions.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi, 
Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

The  wind  factor.. .that  we  currendy  have  to  face  on  a  daily  basis  would  only  be  made  worse  by 
the  erection  of  this  structure.  (Gene  Mayo,  Lower  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

Project  wind  effects  are  discussed  on  pp.  335  -  338  of  the  EIR.  That  text  notes  that  with 
Phase  2,  14  of  58  test  locations  would  exceed  the  pedestrian  comfort  criterion  of  1 1  mph, 
compared  to  1 1  locations  with  the  existing  setting.  Most  exceedances  would  be  1  to  3 
mph  above  the  criterion.  Page  A.35  of  the  EIR  describes  winds  from  8  to  13  mph  as 
capable  of  disturbing  hair,  causing  clothing  to  flap,  and  extending  a  light  flag  mounted  on 
a  pole.  Section  148  of  the  Planning  Code  establishes  a  hazard  criterion  as  winds 
exceeding  26  mph. 

The  wind  hazard  criterion  of  26  mph  is  not  exceeded  with  the  existing  setting  and  would 
not  be  exceeded  under  project  conditions.  The  EIR  on  p.  161  notes  that  "an  increase  in 
pedestrian-level  winds  that  would  cause  the  San  Francisco  wind  hazard  criterion  to  be 
exceeded  is  considered  to  represent  a  significant  adverse  impact."  Because  the  project 
would  not  cause  such  exceedance,  the  EIR  found  that  the  project  would  not  cause 
significant  wind  effects.  Page  490  of  the  EIR  explains  that  no  mitigation  measures  would 
be  required  since  construction  of  the  Phase  1  and  Phase  2  buildings  would  not  result  in 
wind  currents  above  the  hazard  criterion.  Kaiser  would,  however,  consider  wind- 
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reducing  layouts  for  pedestrian  spaces  during  the  design  phase,  based  on  the  lru.>ibilit\  of 
including  wind-sheltering  elements  in  the  available  space  (see  p.  490). 

POPULATION,  EMPLOYMENT,  AND  HOUSING 
Comments 

Kaiser's  needs  for  increased  outpatient  space  again  appears  to  rest  on  some  weird  data.  For 
example,  the  DEIR  (p.  164)  shows  only  6  non-physician  licensed  health  care  providers  working 
in  the  hospital.  This  would  mean  a  total  of  only  6  registered  nurses  and  residents  in  the  hospital. 
Given  3  shifts  per  day,  this  is  hardly  a  believable  figure.  Instead  it  suggests  that  the  table  of 
employment  has  been  skewed  to  show  more  licensed  providers  working  in  the  outpatient,  and 
thus  creating  an  apparent  need  for  more  outpatient  space.  On  at  least  these  two  counts.  Kaiser's 
needs  for  more  outpatient  space  appear  inflated.  These  data  have  not  been  appropriately 
examined  in  the  DEIR.  (Andre  Bolaffi) 

The  current  distribution  of  health-care  providers  appears  lopsided  to  show  a  disproportionately 
large  number  of  out-patient  providers  vs  those  required  for  inpatient  staffing.  Only  6.  non-MD, 
licensed  providers  are  included  for  in-patient  staffing  (p.  164,  Table  HLF.l);  this  would  mean  that 
presently  there  are  only  6  nurses  and  residents  for  all  of  Kaiser's  hospital  patients,  hardly  a  realistic 
figure.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, January  16,  1997) 

Response 

Table  III.F.l  on  p.  164  of  the  EIR  identifies  registered  nurses  and  residents  as  providers. 
Kaiser  defines  nurses  as  "Non-Providers"  since  they  are  not  licensed  to  administer  direct 
medical  care.1   As  a  result,  registered  nurses  are  included  in  the  576  nonprovider 
inpatient  employees.  Medical  residents  are  considered  providers  as  indicated  in  the  EIR 
on  p.  164.  Footnotes  3  and  4  of  Table  III.F.l  on  p.  164  of  the  Draft  EIR  are  hereby 
revised  as  follows: 


16.  John  Osborne,  Kaiser  Permanente  Consulting,  telephone  conversation  with  Scott  Edmondson, 
February  25,  1997. 
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3.  Providers  are  employees  who  hold  licenses  legally  required  to  provide 
medical  care,  such  as  doctors,  psychologists,  registered  nur-3C3,  or  medical 
residents. 

4.  Nonproviders  are  Kaiser  employees  who  support  Kaiser  providers  with 
technical,  management,  or  logistic  functions.  They  include  registered 
nurses. 

These  revisions  to  Table  III.F.l  do  not  invalidate  the  proposed  project's  outpatient  space 
requirements.  The  assignment  of  employees  as  inpatient  or  outpatient  is  a  function  of 
where  the  employee  is  based.  If  a  health  care  provider  is  located  in  a  medical  office  off 
the  Hospital  premises,  that  employee  is  administratively  classified  as  an  outpatient  or  "off 
Hospital"  employee.  This  individual,  however,  still  provides  services  at  the  Hospital. 
Conversely,  a  health  care  provider  classified  as  an  inpatient  employee  means  that 
individual  is  based  in  the  Hospital  but  is  still  likely  to  be  offering  outpatient  services. 
Thus,  the  classification  of  inpatient  or  outpatient  is  an  administrative  record-keeping 
practice. 

As  described  on  pp.  53  -  56  and  more  specifically  on  pp.  A.8  -  A.25  of  the  EIR,  the  floor 
area  requirements  included  in  the  proposed  project  are  driven  by  the  sponsor's  desires  to 
make  service  delivery  more  efficient  by  consolidating  and  centralizing  facilities,  to 
overcome  existing  overcrowded  conditions,  and  to  provide  space  that  accommodates 
recent  trends  in  outpatient  services.  Page  A.9  states  that  the  model  used  by  Kaiser  to 
estimate  its  space  requirements  "requires  the  provision  of  certain  minimum-sized  modules 
or  templates  on  each  floor,"  and  that  each  module  must  contain  a  sufficient  number  of 
physicians'  offices,  examination  rooms  and  other  support  services  to  enable  each  one  of 
these  modules  to  function.  This  model  for  facility  requirements  is  not  dependent  on  the 
administrative  classification  of  employees  as  inpatient  or  outpatient  in  Table  III.F.  1 .  The 
physician  or  physicians  assigned  to  a  Kaiser  member  would  be  the  same  regardless  of 
whether  the  member  receives  outpatient  services  as  a  matter  of  routine  care  or  is  an 
inpatient  and  receives  follow-up  care  as  an  outpatient  after  being  discharged. 
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Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  project  would  result  in  the  net  loss 
of  eight  (8)  housing  units  as  well  as  the  loss  of  other  potentially  reconverted  housing  units  on  the 
Phase  1A  site  (p.  340).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, 
January  16,  1997) 

Response 

Construction  of  the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  involve  demolition  of 
1 1  buildings,  three  of  which  currently  include  eight  residential  units  and  one  of  which  is 
currently  boarded  up  because  it  is  structurally  unsound.  Thus,  at  most,  there  might  be  seven 
buildings  on  the  Eden  property  that  were  once  residential  structures  that  converted  to 
commercial  or  medical  uses.  While  demolition  of  these  buildings  would  preclude  their 
future  reversion  to  residential  units,  the  EIR  reports  on  p.  345  that  their  loss  would  not 
significantly  affect  the  overall  citywide  housing  supply.  Accordingly,  no  mitigation  measures 
are  presented  in  the  EIR  for  this  effect,  although  an  improvement  measure  has  been 
proposed  and  accepted  by  the  project  sponsor  to  minimize  this  effect  (see  following  page). 

As  explained  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  344  and  345,  the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  site 
lies  within  the  Geary  Boulevard/Divisadero  Street  Special  Use  District,  as  defined  in 
Section  249.13  of  the  City  Planning  Code.  Within  this  Special  Use  District,  demolition  of 
residential  units  is  specifically  permitted,  provided  that  the  notice  and  relocation 
assistance  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Rent  Arbitration  and  Stabilization  Ordinance 
(Chapter  37  of  the  San  Francisco  Administrative  Code)  are  met  (see  pp.  A.44  -  A. 45  ,  .  In 
addition,  development  within  the  Special  Use  District  is  subject  to  review  by  the  Citv 
Planning  Commission.  As  stated  on  p.  345  of  the  EIR,  during  its  review,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  may  find  that  public  benefits  to  be  gained  by  approval  of  the 
proposed  project  do  not  outweigh  the  adverse  impacts  from  demolition  of  housing.  In 
this  instance,  the  Planning  Commission  may  require  the  applicant  to  pay  up  to  S 1 00,000 
to  be  used  for  the  development  of  housing  affordable  to  individuals  or  households  within 
income  not  exceeding  80  percent  of  the  median  income  of  the  San  Francisco 
Metropolitan  Area. 
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Although  the  proposed  project  would  not  significantly  affect  the  citywide  housing  supply, 
the  following  improvement  measure  has  been  accepted  by  the  project  sponsor, 
incorporated  into  the  project  description,  and  is  inserted  as  a  new  page  following  p.  490 
of  the  Draft  EIR: 

D.      POPULATION,  EMPLOYMENT,  AND  HOUSING 


IMPROVEMENT  MEASURES  PROPOSED  AS  PART  OF  THE  PROJECT 

No  significant  housing  impacts  have  been  identified.  The  following  measure 
could  address  the  loss  of  the  residential  units  that  may  be  of  concern. 

■        To  reduce  the  effects  of  the  net  loss  of  eight  residential  units,  the  project 
sponsor  would  pay  up  to  SI 00,000  to  the  City  Controller  to  be  used 
exclusively  for  the  development  of  housing  affordable  to  individuals  or 
households  with  income  not  to  exceed  80  percent  of  the  median  income  of 
the  San  Francisco  Standard  Metropolitan  Area  as  defined  by  HUD, 
pursuant  to  Planning  Code  Section  249.13. 

Comment 

Could  there  be  some  affordable  housing  that  could  be  built  as  a  mitigation  for  this  project,  for  the 
housing  that  it  is  going  to  take?  (Stan  Smith,  San  Francisco  Building  Trades  Council) 


Response 

The  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  loss  of  eight  residential  units  on  the  Phase 
1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  site  and  21  units  at  1401-17  Divisadero  Street  on  the  Phase 
IB/2139  O'Farrell  Street  site.  As  noted  in  the  previous  response,  with  respect  to  these 
residential  units,  the  provisions  of  Section  249.13  of  the  City  Planning  Code  require 
compliance  with  the  notice  and  relocation  provisions  of  Chapter  37  of  the  San  Francisco 
Administrative  Code  (the  San  Francisco  Rent  Arbitration  and  Stabilization  Ordinance), 
and  under  certain  circumstances,  allow  the  Planning  Commission  to  require  payment  of 
up  to  $  1 00,000  to  mitigate  the  effect  of  the  loss  of  these  residential  units. 
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As  noted  in  the  previous  response,  the  loss  of  eight  residential  units  would  not  significantly 
affect  the  overall  citywide  housing  supply  (p.  345  of  the  EIR).  The  EIR  therefore 
concludes  there  would  be  no  significant  adverse  effects  on  the  City's  housing  stock  and 
mitigation  measures  are  not  required.  It  is  noted  that  demolition  of  the  housing  units  at 
1401-17  Divisadero  Street  in  Phase  2A  is  subject  to  the  provisions  of  the  California 
Redevelopment  Law.  As  discussed  in  the  Draft  EIR  on  pp.  345  -  346,  the  demolition  of 
housing  and  displacement  of  residents  would  trigger  the  replacement  housing 
requirement  applicable  to  loss  of  low-income  and  affordable  housing  of  the  State's 
redevelopment  law.  Accordingly,  Kaiser  would  construct  2 1  new,  replacement  housing 
units  at  2139  O'Farrell  Street  in  Phase  IB.  Existing  tenants  would  be  offered  first  right- 
of-refusal  to  rent  the  new  units  at  the  same  rent,  which  will  be  fixed  for  three  years.  The 
new  housing  would  be  constructed  before  1401-17  Divisadero  Street  would  be 
demolished. 

Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..Development  at  the  1 A  site  would  also 
result  in  the  loss  of  58  non-Kaiser  jobs.  Development  at  the  IB  site  would  result  in  the  loss  of  7 
jobs.  (Janice  L.  BolafTi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, January  16,  1997) 

Response 

As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  proposed  project  would  result  in  the  loss  of  65  jobs:  58 
employees  during  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  and  7  employees  during  Phase 
IB/2139  O'Farrell  Street.  Pages  341-342  of  the  EIR  explain  that  1)  the  net  new  Kaiser 
employment  would  offset  this  reduction,  so  that  overall  citywide  employment  would 
increase;  2)  the  employees  displaced  by  Phase  1 A  are  in  the  dental,  office,  and  service 
businesses  and  in  two  restaurants,  all  of  which  can  reasonably  be  expected  to  relocate  in 
the  City;  and  3)  businesses  with  existing  leases  within  the  redevelopment  project  area  are 
eligible  for  relocation  assistance  pursuant  to  California  Redevelopment  Law.  Given  these 
points,  the  loss  of  jobs  identified  by  the  commenter  is  not  a  significant  adverse  impact. 
Therefore,  no  mitigation  measures  are  required  or  proposed  in  the  EIR. 
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It  is  noted  that  the  intent  of  CEQA  is  to  identify  potentially  significant  physical, 
environmental  consequences  of  a  proposed  project.  The  CEQA  Guidelines,  Section 
15131,  specifically  state  that  social  and  economic  impacts  should  not  be  considered 
"significant"  effects  on  the  environment,  unless  they  contribute  to  or  are  related  to 
physical  changes  which,  in  turn,  are  considered  significant  effects. 

Comment 

Much  of  the  apparent  increased  Kaiser  employment  by  the  year  2000  is  the  result  of  consolidation  of 
French  and  Geary  campuses  (p.  340-344);  the  net  job  growth  is  4%  not  58%  as  implied  on  p.  342. 
(Janice  L,  Bolafii,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  estimated  change  in  employment  at  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  of  58  percent  is 
presented  on  p.  342  of  the  EIR  to  indicate  the  change  in  jobs  at  the  Geary  Campus;  it 
was  not  intended  to  mask  job  reductions  at  the  French  Campus.  In  fact,  the  net  change 
between  1 995  and  2000  for  overall  Kaiser  employment,  including  the  Geary  and  French 
campuses  as  well  as  the  leased  spaces,  is  reported  on  p.  339  of  the  EIR  as  4.3  percent,  a 
percentage  change  that  corresponds  to  that  estimated  by  the  commenter. 

Comment 

[OJn  Page  602,  it  refers  to  the  454  employees  from  off-site  leased  spaces  on  the  French  campus. 
I  can't  figure  out  how  they  came  up  with  the  454  employees.  The  reason  I  am  making  comment 
about  the  numbers  is,  obviously,  it  has  an  impact  on  the  traffic  which  will  be  generated  in  the 
area  with  the  Phase  1  and  Phase  2.  (Esther  Marks,  City  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

Table  III.F.l  on  p.  164  of  the  EIR  presents  existing  Kaiser  employment  in  San  Francisco. 
The  far  right  set  of  columns  indicates  employees  at  locations  off  the  Geary  Campus, 
which  include  the  French  Campus  and  leased  spaces.  The  figure  "454,"  appearing  in  the 
last  column  to  the  right  on  the  line  titled  "Total  Kaiser,"  represents  total  existing  Kaiser 
employees  who  are  not  located  on  the  Geary  Campus. 
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Page  602  of  the  EIR  describes  Alternative  D,  the  Reduced  2290  Geary  Alternative, 
which  includes  a  reduction  in  the  proposed  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building. 
The  point  is  made  in  the  first  paragraph  of  this  page  that  the  reduced  structure  w  ould  not 
have  sufficient  space  to  accommodate  all  of  Kaiser's  existing  employees  not  currently  on 
the  Geary  Campus.  These  employees,  including  those  on  the  French  Campus  and  in  off- 
site  leased  spaces,  total  454,  as  reported  in  Table  III.F.l  of  the  EIR. 

In  conclusion,  the  traffic  analysis  in  the  EIR  is  based  on  the  correct  number  of  existing 
and  projected  employees,  patients,  and  visitors  and,  thus,  the  resulting  number  of  trips 
and  the  level  of  service  impacts  have  been  properly  evaluated. 

Comment 

[OJn  Page  12  of  Volume  I,  as  well  as  other  areas,  it  refers  to  the  total  number  of  employees  at 
Kaiser  as  being  2,000  in  the  year  2010.  Now,  when  the  first  gendeman  from  Kaiser  spoke  [Dr. 
Madvig],  he  also  was  referring  to  over  3,000  employees.  I  don't  know  where  that  number  came 
from.  (Esther  Marks,  City  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

The  correct  number  of  citywide  Kaiser  employees  in  1995  is  1 ,922,  for  the  year  2000,  it  is 
2,005  employees,  and  for  the  year  2010,  it  is  projected  to  be  2,302,  as  stated  in  the  EIR 
on  p.  343.  The  reference  to  3,000  employees  during  the  public  hearing  by  Dr.  Madvig  of 
Kaiser  may  be  based  on  Kaiser's  larger  service  area,  over  which  Dr.  Madvig  has 
administrative  responsibilities,  and  includes  the  facility  in  South  San  Francisco.1, 

To  correct  the  number  of  Kaiser  citywide  employees  in  the  year  2000.  p.  1 2, 
paragraph  3,  line  3  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  revised  to  read: 

...City-wide  Kaiser  employment  would  increase  4.3  percent,  or  80  84  employees, 
from  about  1,920  employees  in  1995  to  about  2,000  employees  in  2000  2043. 


17.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  18,  1997. 
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The  1 ,920  employees  in  1995  and  approximately  2,000  employees  in  2000  2010 
include  about  600  employees  in  the  Hospital. 

Comment 

[OJn  Page  521,. ..talking  about  the  No  Project  Alternative,  this  variant  would  continue  the  1995 
city-wide  employment  levels  of  1,922  Kaiser  employees.  City-wide  employment  would  not 
increase  an  additional  296  jobs  at  the  Geary  campus  to  2,301  employees  in  year  2010.  (Esther 
Marks,  City  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

These  figures  in  the  EIR  on  existing  and  future  Kaiser  employment  are  accurately 
reported  by  the  commenter.  Table  IX.C.2  explains  the  text  on  p.  521  of  the  EIR 
regarding  citywide  employment  under  the  No  Project  Alternative.  The  employment 
discussion  of  the  No  Project  Alternative  is  intended  to  explain  that  this  alternative  would 
not  result  in  job  growth,  as  is  projected  for  the  proposed  project.  Whereas  the  proposed 
project  is  forecast  to  increase  the  number  of  citywide  Kaiser  employees  by  296,  between 
the  years  2000  and  20 1 0,  the  No  Project  Alternative  would  not  increase  employment 
at  all. 


TABLE  IX.C.2 
No  Project  Alternative  v.  Proposed  Project 
 Kaiser  Citywide  Employment  

Kaiser  Employment 
 by  Year  

Change  between    Change  between 
1995      2000      2010         1995-2000  2000-2010 

No  Project  1,922      1,922      1,922  0  0 

Proposed  Project       1,922      2,005      2,301  +83  +296 

Comment 

The  150  temporary  construction  jobs  would  result  in  only  27  jobs  for  San  Francisco  residents. 
Only  approximately  one  half  of  these  would  be  Western  Addition  residents  according  to 
employment  characteristics  at  the  current  Kaiser  construction  site  (provided  by  Kaiser  at 
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December,  1996  Community  Task  Force  Meeting).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  current  Kaiser  construction  project  identified  by  the  commenter  may  be  the  seismic 
retrofit  of  the  original  Hospital  wing.  As  reported  at  the  December  1996  Community 
Task  Force  meeting,  the  number  of  jobs  for  San  Francisco  and  Western  Addition 
employees  is  relatively  low;  the  reason  for  this  is  that  the  number  of  jobs  for  each  of  the 
specific  construction  and  building  trades  is  low  at  this  point  of  construction.18 

Although  conformance  with  affirmative  action  goals  is  not  the  proper  subject  of  an  EIR 
(CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15382)  and  economic  impacts  are  not  generally  regarded  as 
significant  effects  on  the  environment  (CEQA  Guidelines  Section  15131),  Kaiser  has 
stated  its  commitment  to  supporting  the  City's  non-discrimination  and  affirmative  action 
efforts.  As  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  A.2 1 ,  an  affirmative  action  committee  consisting  of 
Kaiser,  the  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Center,  and  Mortenson,  Kaiser's  general  contractor,  has  been 
established  for  all  Kaiser  construction.  According  to  Kaiser,19  the  committee  has  been 
meeting  monthly  to  discuss  minority  participation  in  the  project  and  to  establish 
procedures  for  participation  by  Ella  Hill  Hutch  Center  in  the  pre-construction 
conferences  with  subcontractors  to  ensure  involvement  by  minorities,  women,  and  San 
Francisco  residents  in  the  construction  of  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building. 
Once  an  agreed-upon  procedure  is  in  place,  Kaiser  anticipates  working  closely  with  the 
Ella  Hill  Hutch  Center,  Mortenson,  and  its  subcontractors  and  monitoring  the 
affirmative  action  program. 

Comments 

I  have  a  copy  and  have  reviewed  the  Draft  EIR,  and  I  think,  well,  I  know  it  doesn't  talk  that 
much  about  the  impact  and  the  need  for  employment.  I  would  hope  that  the  final  EIR  would 


18.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  telephone  conversation  with  Rodjeung,  February  28,  1997. 

19.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  February  28,  1997. 
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address  employment  and  employment  opportunities.. ..and  since  it's  a  redevelopment  area,  that 
residents  of  the  Western  Addition  would  participate  in  the  construction.  (Reverend  Timothy 
Dupre) 

While  I  know  you're  concerned  with  the  EIR,  for  some  of  us,  having  folk  on  the  street 
unemployed  and  having  folk  on  the  street  who  have  inadequate  medical  care  certainly  does 
negatively  affect  our  environment.  And  so,  how  and  why  that  is  not  included  in  the  EIR  issues  is 
something  I  haven't  yet  figured  out  for  a  lot  of  years,  but  it  should  be.  (Reverend  Arnold 
Townsend) 

Response 

The  EIR  includes  information  on  job  growth  at  Kaiser,  as  well  as  employment 
opportunities  during  the  construction  phase.  Page  343  of  the  EIR  indicates  that  during 
the  four  years  of  Phase  1,  construction  employment  is  projected  to  average  about  150  full- 
time  employees  per  year.  Page  344  of  the  EIR  reports  that  during  Phase  2,  construction 
employment  would  average  47  full-time  jobs  between  2000  and  2010. 

The  Redevelopment  Agency  maintains  and  implements  affirmative  action  programs  for 
each  of  its  redevelopment  project  areas.20  For  the  Western  Addition  Redevelopment 
Project  Area  A-2,  the  Redevelopment  Agency  seeks  half  of  all  construction  hours  in  each 
individual  trade  be  offered  first  to  residents  in  the  project  area.  In  addition,  25.6  percent 
of  the  construction  hours  are  to  be  assigned  to  minorities  and  6.9  percent  of  the 
construction  hours  are  allocated  for  women. 

Kaiser  has  indicated  its  intent  to  implement  the  City's  non-discrimination  and  affirmative 
action  programs.  Kaiser's  efforts  toward  these  programs  are  described  in  the  previous 
response. 


20.  Ben  Hattem,  San  Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency,  Contract  Compliance  Supervisor,  telephone 
conversation  with  Rodjeung,  March  4,  1997. 
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Concerns  about  unemployment,  homelessness,  and  those  without  health  benefits  are 
important  social  and  economic  issues.  CEQA,  however,  specifies  that  environmental 
impact  reports  concentrate  on  the  physical  environmental  effects  of  a  project.  As  a  result, 
social  and  economic  impacts  are  not  normally  regarded  as  significant  project  effects 
unless  they  can  be  shown  to  have  a  tangible  connection  to  a  physical  impact. 

TRANSPORTATION  AND  CIRCULATION 

Trip  Generation/Distribution 

Comment 

It  is  not  clear  how  5,920  average  daily  person-trips  and  570  PM  peak-hour  person  trips  equate  to 
3,620  average  daily  vehicle-trips  and  330  PM  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  in  the  year  2000,  or  how 
10,760  average  daily  person-trips  and  980  PM  peak-hour  trips  equate  to  6,200  average  daily 
vehicle-trips  and  550  PM  peak-hour  vehicle  trips  in  the  year  2010,  if,  as  the  DEIR  states,  78%  of 
all  visits  to  Kaiser  are  by  private  vehicle  (p.  350-51:  Appendix,  Tables  LX.F.5  and  IX.F.8). 
(Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, January  16,  1997) 

Response 

In  general,  PM  peak-hour  vehicle-trips  are  derived  from  PM  peak-hour  person-trips  b) 
multiplying  the  number  of  person-trips  by  the  percentage  who  would  drive  autos  and 
then  dividing  it  by  the  average  vehicle  occupancy  rate  (average  number  of  persons  per 
vehicle).  The  vehicle  occupancy  rate  needs  to  be  applied  in  order  to  account  for  people 
who  share  rides  (either  carpool  or  vanpool).  As  determined  from  the  results  of  the  on-site 
questionnaire  surveys  conducted  at  the  existing  Geary-  Campus,  the  auto  percentage  for 
employees,  visitors,  and  patients  is  approximately  78  percent,  and  the  av  erage  vehicle 
occupancy  rate  is  approximately  1 .38  persons  per  vehicle.  Thus,  the  980  PM  peak-hour 
person  trips  in  2010,  for  example,  when  multiplied  by  78  percent  (to  arrive  at  the  number 
of  people  who  make  vehicle  trips)  and  divided  by  1.38  (to  arrive  at  the  number  of  vehicle 
trips)  equals  about  550  PM  peak-hour  vehicle  trips. 
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Comment 

I  find  it  hard  to  believe. ..that  after  Phase  1,  there  will  be  an  additional  5,920  daily  person  trips 
generated,  after  Phase  2,  an  additional  10,760  daily  person  trips  generated.  Yet  there  is  other 
reference  jn  the  Draft  EIR  where  the  level  service  for  the  corridor  of  Divisadero  between  Geary 
and  Turk  would  reach  the  Level  of  Service  F  regardless  of  this  project  proceeding.  Although 
there  was  reference  in  the  mitigation  section,  that  depending  on  which  project  is  adopted,  the 
result  may  affect  how  early  Level  of  Service  F  is  reached.  To  me,  this  project  has  to  generate  a 
Level  of  Service  F  way  before  2010  just  in  addition  to  what  is  going  on  now.  I  just  find  it  hard  to 
believe  that  it  won't  increase  the  Level  of  Service  F  earlier  because  of  the  numbers  involved. 
(Esther  Marks,  City  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

The  comment  is  correct  in  that  Phase  1  of  the  project  would  generate  an  additional  5,920 
daily  person-trips  and  buildout  of  Phase  2  would  generate  an  additional  10,760  daily 
person-trips  over  existing  conditions.  The  estimated  number  of  additional  trips  stated 
above  are  person-trips,  which  represent  the  number  of  in  and  out  trips  made  by  persons, 
not  vehicles.  All  intersection  and  roadway  analyses  are  conducted  for  vehicU-trips,  which 
are  basically  estimated  by  multiplying  the  number  of  person-trips  by  the  percentage  of 
people  who  would  drive  an  automobile  to  the  project  site.  These  figures  are  the 
estimated  additional  person-trips  made  throughout  the  entire  day.  However,  the 
intersection  and  roadway  Level  of  Service  analyses  conducted  for  this  project  consider 
impacts  during  the  crucial  PM  peak  hour  (between  4:30  and  5:30  PM)  only,  since  traffic 
levels  are  at  their  highest  during  this  time  of  the  day.  Therefore,  taking  into  account  only 
vehicle-trips  during  the  PM  peak  hour,  the  additional  5,920  daily  person-trips  in  Phase  1 
translates  into  330  PM  peak  hour  vehicle-trips,  and  the  additional  10,760  daily  person- 
trips  by  buildout  of  Phase  2  translates  into  550  PM  peak  hour  vehicle-trips.  It  is  these  PM 
peak  hour  vehicle-trip  estimates  that  are  actually  used  in  the  traffic  analysis.  The  effect  of 
these  vehicle  trips  on  the  level  of  service  along  Divisadero  Street  is  discussed  in  responses 
to  comments  on  the  level  of  service,  beginning  on  p.  C&R.66. 
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Comment 

[Tjhere  seems  to  be  no  clear  analysis  of  the  patient  population  going  there  as  well  as  the 
employees,  and  it  seems  there  is.. .just  discussion  of  the  employees.  (Esther  Marks,  City  Planning 
Commission) 

Response 

The  traffic  analysis  is  based  on  the  person-trip  generation  rates  identified  in  Table  IX.F.5, 
p.  A.66  of  the  EIR.  These  trip  generation  rates  estimate  trips  made  by  employees,  and  by 
patients  and  visitors.  As  shown  in  Table  IX.F.5,  new  trips  generated  by  Phase  1  of  the 
proposed  project  include  200  employee  trips,  370  patient  trips,  and  1 10  visitor  trips 
during  the  PM  peak  hour,  while  new  trips  associated  with  buildout  of  Phase  2  total  320 
employee  trips,  590  patient  trips,  and  180  visitor  trips.  Therefore,  the  traffic  analysis 
takes  into  account  the  employee  trips  generated  by  this  project  as  well  as  the  patient  and 
visitor  population. 

Level  of  Service 

Comments 

The  cumulative  impact  on  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  2290  Geary  building  together  with 
traffic  from  the  existing  2295  Geary  medical  office  building  would  have  a  significant  adverse 
impact  on  traffic  on  both  Geary  Boulevard  and  Divisadero  Street  in  the  vicinity  of  the  two 
buildings.  These  two  buildings  would  have  a  combined  space  of  600,000  square  feet.  (John  F. 
Rothmann,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Association  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.) 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  project  would  result  in 
deterioration  in  arterial  travel  on  Divisadero  St.  between  Geary  and  Turk  to  LOS  F  by  2010 
which  is  an  unacceptable  level  (p.  353-54;  Table  IV.G.2).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 


95.102E 

Kaiser  Gear.  Campus 


C&R.66 


EI  P  93025 
March  31.  1997 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
C.  Comments  and  Responses/Transportation  and  Circulation 

The... additional  traffic...  problems  that  we  currently  have  to  face  on  a  daily  basis  would  only  be 
made  worse  by  the  erection  of  this  structure.  (Gene  Mayo,  Lower  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood 
Association) 

Response 

Both  intersection  and  roadway  Level  of  Service  (LOS)  analyses  were  conducted  for  this 
project  in  order  to  determine  whether  the  addition  of  traffic  generated  by  this  project,  as 
well  as  by  future  cumulative  development  in  the  area,  would  cause  any  significant  adverse 
impacts.  As  defined  on  p.  352  of  the  EIR,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco 
considers  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  intersections  to  be  one  in  which  the  addition  of 
project  traffic  causes  the  service  level  of  an  intersection  to  deteriorate  below  LOS  D  (i.e., 
to  LOS  E  or  LOS  F).  Any  service  level  below  LOS  D  at  any  intersection  is  considered 
unacceptable  by  the  City's  standards.  The  San  Francisco  Congestion  Management 
Program  (CMP)  considers  a  significant  adverse  impact  on  roadways  to  be  one  in  which 
the  addition  of  project  traffic  causes  the  LOS  to  deteriorate  below  LOS  E  (i.e.,  to  LOS  F). 

To  project  future  traffic  volumes,  the  traffic  analysis  includes  future  UCSF/ Mount  Zion 
traffic,  as  well  as  traffic  generated  by  other  background  future  development,  assumed  to 
occur  at  a  rate  of  0.50  percent  compounded  per  year.21  As  described  in  the  background 
transportation  study,  p.  15,  paragraphs  4  and  5,  traffic  growth  assuming  the  0.50  percent 
per  year  and  UCSF/Mount  Zion  traffic  would  be  greater  than  assuming  the  San 
Francisco  Planning  Department's  standard  1  percent  per  year  rate.  Therefore,  to  arrive 
at  the  most  conservative  traffic  conditions,  cumulative  traffic  for  this  analysis  was  derived 
by  applying  a  0.5  percent  per  year  growth  rate  to  existing  traffic  levels  and  then  adding 
traffic  generated  by  UCSF/Mount  Zion. 

The  results  of  the  intersection  and  roadway  LOS  analyses  are  summarized  in  Table 
rV.G.l  on  p.  353  and  Table  IV.G.2  on  p.  354  of  the  EIR. 


2 1 .  Traffic  for  the  UCSF/Mount  Zion  expansion  project  is  from  the  University  of  California  San  Francisco  - 
Mount  %ion  Hospital  and  Medical  Center  Proposed  Integration  Agreement  Environmental  Impact  Report, 
September  22,  1989. 
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Intersections.  Project  traffic  would  add  to  the  existing  traffic  levels  in  the  area,  and  thus 
result  in  slight  increases  in  delays  at  intersections  (the  greatest  increase  would  be  about  10 
seconds  per  vehicle).  However,  this  additional  traffic  generated  by  the  project,  as  well  as 
by  future  cumulative  development,  would  not  cause  any  of  the  intersections  to  deteriorate 
below  acceptable  service  levels  under  both  the  year  2000  cumulative  and  year  2010 
cumulative  scenarios  (refer  to  Table  IV.G.l,  p.  353).  Therefore,  the  proposed  project 
would  not  result  in  significant  adverse  impacts  to  intersections  in  the  area. 

Roadways.  The  results  of  the  roadway  LOS  analysis  in  Table  IV.G.2,  p.  354,  indicate 
that  there  are  no  significant  adverse  impacts  to  roadways  under  the  year  2000  cumulative 
scenario.  Traffic  generated  by  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  and  Phase  1C/2295 
Geary  Boulevard  buildings  would  not  cause  Geary  Boulevard  or  Divisadero  Street  to 
deteriorate  below  acceptable  service  levels.  While  there  would  be  a  slight  reduction  in 
speeds  along  Geary  Boulevard  and  Divisadero  Street  (the  greatest  decrease  is  less  than 
five  miles  per  hour),  these  decreases  would  not  be  to  levels  that  would  cause  the  roadway 
segments  to  deteriorate  to  LOS  F.  The  roadways  in  the  area  would  operate  at  LOS  E  or 
better  conditions  with  the  addition  of  Kaiser  Phase  1  and  future  year  2000  cumulative 
development  traffic. 

Table  IV.G.2,  p.  354,  indicates  that  the  roadway  segment  of  northbound  Divisadero 
Street,  between  Geary  Boulevard  and  Turk  Street  would  deteriorate  to  an  unacceptable 
LOS  F  condition  by  the  year  2010  under  the  cumulative  scenario.  Although  the  LOS  F 
condition  would  occur  between  year  2000  and  year  2010,  the  specific  year  in  which  the 
LOS  becomes  a  significant  impact  cannot  be  derived  from  the  results  of  the  analysis  in 
this  EIR.  The  transportation  analyses  conducted  for  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  project 
focused  on  two  horizon  years,  2000  and  2010,  chosen  because  it  was  assumed  the 
proposed  buildings  in  each  phase  of  the  project  would  be  completed  and  occupied  at 
those  times.  Each  analysis  (project,  alternative,  cumulative,  etc.)  produced  what  may  be 
termed  a  snapshot  of  traffic  conditions  at  a  specific  time,  under  a  particular  set  of 
assumptions  (time  of  day,  turning  movements,  destinations,  etc.).  Theoretically,  it  would 
be  possible  to  extrapolate  between  the  two  points  in  time  to  estimate  how  much  sooner 
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LOS  F  would  occur,  but  it  would  not  alter  the  ultimate  conclusion  that  future  conditions 
without  the  project  would  reach  unacceptable  levels  by  the  year  2010. 

The  deterioration  to  LOS  F  would  occur  under  future  cumulative  development  alone, 
with  or  without  the  project.  As  stated  on  p.  357  of  the  EIR,  the  LOS  F  conditions  on  this 
segment  of  roadway  would  occur  with  the  addition  of  background  traffic  from  future 
cumulative  development  regardless  of  whether  the  proposed  project  is  built.  The  LOS 
conditions  of  any  arterial  segment  are  influenced  by  the  LOS  of  its  downstream 
intersection.  For  example,  if  an  intersection  operates  poorly,  with  long  vehicle  delays,  the 
resulting  congestion  will  slow  the  traffic  along  the  arterial  segment  upstream  from  that 
intersection.  Therefore,  the  methodology22  used  to  analyze  arterial  segments  takes  the 
vehicle  delays  at  the  downstream  intersection  into  account.  The  downstream  intersection 
for  the  northbound  Divisadero  roadway  segment  is  Divisadero  Street/ Geary  Boulevard. 
On  the  northbound  approach  (along  Divisadero  Street  between  O'Farrell  Street  and 
Geary  Boulevard),  Phase  1  and  Phase  2  of  the  proposed  project  would  cause  a  net 
reduction  of  55  PM  peak  hour  trips  by  year  2010,  when  compared  to  existing  conditions. 
This  reduction  would  occur  because  of  shifts  in  traffic  patterns  resulting  from  the 
demolition  of  the  existing  2190  O'Farrell  Street  garage  (access  off  O'Farrell  Street)  and 
the  construction  of  the  proposed  2295  Geary  Boulevard  garage  (access  off  Geary 
Boulevard).  Over  this  same  10-year  period,  traffic  from  the  UCSF/Mount  Zion 
expansion  project  plus  cumulative  background  traffic,  which  would  continue  to  increase 
at  0.50  percent  annually,  would  cause  the  northbound  approach  volumes  to  increase  by 
57  during  the  PM  peak  hour.  In  short,  trips  generated  by  cumulative  background 
development  would  add  traffic  to  the  northbound  approach  at  Geary  Boulevard,  whereas 
the  proposed  project  would  reduce  the  volumes  of  this  approach.  Consequently,  the  LOS 
F  condition  identified  for  this  arterial  segment  in  year  2010  would  occur  because  of 
increasing  cumulative  background  traffic,  rather  than  because  of  the  proposed  project. 


22.  1985  Highway  Capacity  Manual  (Updated,  J 994),  Special  Report  209,  Transportation  Research  Board, 
Chapter  1 1 . 
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Although  traffic  generated  by  the  proposed  project  would  not  trigger  the  LOS  I 
conditions,  it  would  contribute  to  the  worsening  of  those  conditions.  Under  the  year 
2010  cumulative  development  scenario,  average  travel  speed  along  the  segment  would 
decline  from  the  existing  9.5  mph  to  5.2  mph.  Project-related  traffic  would  account  for 
1.2  mph  of  the  decline.  Without  the  project,  average  travel  speed  would  be  slightly  faster, 
but  not  enough  to  improve  the  LOS  above  F. 

Although  similar  LOS  F  conditions  were  identified  in  year  2010  for  this  roadway  under 
Alternative  B,  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative  (refer  to  Table  29,  p.  1 20,  of  the 
background  Transportation  Study  prepared  for  this  project),  Kaiser's  contribution  to  this 
cumulative  impact  would  only  be  approximately  0.5  percent,  with  approximately  8 
percent  from  background  traffic  generated  by  future  cumulative  development.  The 
significant  reduction  in  Kaiser's  contribution  to  this  cumulative  impact  under  Alternative 
B  is  due  to  the  reduction  in  development  and  number  of  parking  spaces  that  would  be 
provided  on  the  south  side  of  Geary  Boulevard.  As  stated  on  p.  550  of  the  EIR, 
Alternative  B  would  involve  a  substantial  reduction  in  the  number  of  parking  spaces, 
about  780  spaces  fewer  than  the  proposed  project.  As  such,  there  would  be  fewer  trips 
generated  by  Alternative  B. 

Comment 

The  Draft  EIR  talks  about  the  Levels  of  Service  and  puts  them  at  fairly  high  levels  because  of  the 
San  Francisco  Congestion  Management  Program  for  the  intersections  and  streets  around  the 
areas.  I  would  like  to  see  a  better  explanation  of  the  reasons  why  the  CMP  has  in  fact  imposed 
such  high  levels  for  those  areas.  (James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission' 

Response 

The  California  Government  Code  65089(b)(1)(B)  requires  that  Level  of  Serv  ice  standard^ 
on  roadways  and  highways  must  be  established  at  a  level  no  worse  than  LOS  E.  The  San 
Francisco  County  Transportation  Authority,  which  has  been  designated  as  the 
Congestion  Management  Agency  (CMA)  for  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco, 
selected  LOS  E  as  the  minimum  acceptable  standard  on  Congestion  Management 
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Program  (CMP)-designated  roadways.  The  standard  was  set  at  LOS  E  for  two  primary 

23 

reasons: 

1 )  Transportation  Improvement  Funding  Eligibility.  In  order  to  be  eligible  for 
state  fuel  tax  revenues,  urban  counties  must  annually  be  found  in  conformance 
with  the  CMP  requirements,  which  includes  meeting  the  LOS  roadway  standard. 
As  such,  the  San  Francisco  CMA  did  not  set  the  LOS  standard  at  a  level  that 
would  be  too  unrealistic  for  the  City  (e.g.,  LOS  C  or  D)  since,  by  doing  so,  the 
City  could  consistendy  be  found  in  nonconformance  and  would,  therefore,  risk 
losing  state  fuel  tax  revenues  to  fund  any  transportation  improvements. 

2)  Consistency  with  "Transit  First"  Policy.  In  order  to  be  consistent  with  the 
City's  "Transit  First"  policy  setting  the  roadway  standard  at  LOS  E  would 
encourage  a  balance  between  auto  and  transit  usage.  A  standard  of  LOS  E  is  a 
level  which  represents  "at  capacity"  conditions.  Traffic  conditions  at  this  level 
may  discourage  people  from  using  auto  and  shift  to  transit  instead.  As  stated  in 
the  CMP,  "In  San  Francisco,  we  tolerate  a  certain  level  of  traffic  congestion  in 
order  to  encourage  transit  ridership".24  If  the  roadway  standard  were  set  at 
LOS  D,  for  example,  this  would  essentially  be  favoring  the  automobile  and  would, 
therefore,  be  inconsistent  with  the  "Transit  First"  policy. 

Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..At  the  crucial  Geary-Divisadero 
intersection,  the  project  would  degrade  conditions  by  two  levels  of  service  and  result  in  an 
average  peak-hour  delay  of  25  seconds  for  each  vehicle  crossing  the  intersection  (p.  353).  (Janice 
L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 


23.  Jose  Moscovich,  Director  of  Congestion  Management,  San  Francisco  Transportation  Authority, 
telephone  conversation,  March  5,  1997. 

24.  1993  San  Francisco  Congestion  Management  Program,  prepared  by  the  San  Francisco  County 
Transportation  Authority,  November  22,  1993. 
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Response 

Although  the  LOS  at  the  intersection  of  Geary  Boulevard/Divisadero  Street  would 
deteriorate  by  two  service  levels  (from  LOS  B  under  existing  conditions  to  LOS  D  under 
the  year  2010  cumulative  conditions),  this  is  not  considered  a  significant  impact.  As 
defined  on  p.  352  of  the  EIR,  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  considers  a 
significant  impact  to  be  one  in  which  the  addition  of  project  traffic  causes  the  intersection 
service  level  to  deteriorate  below  LOS  D  (i.e.,  to  LOS  E  or  LOS  F).  The  LOS  D 
conditions  at  the  intersection  of  Geary  Boulevard/Divisadero  Street  under  the  year  2010 
cumulative  scenario  are,  therefore,  considered  an  acceptable  service  level. 

Comment 

...I  was  curious  about  the  estimation  that  Divisadero  between  Geary  and  Turk  would  go  to  a 
Level  F,  which  would  be  unacceptable,  I  believe,  but  that  that  would  be  caused  by  other 
development  in  the  area.  I  would  like  a  description  of  what  that  other  development  is.  (James 
Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

Response 

Except  for  the  UCSF/Mount  Zion  project,  cumulative  background  traffic  was  not 
estimated  based  on  a  specific  list  of  projects.  Although  the  San  Francisco  Department  of 
City  Planning  used  the  list-based  method  (including  approved  and  proposed  projects)  to 
estimate  cumulative  background  traffic  ten  years  ago,  it  has  since  been  replaced  by  the 
growth  rate  method.  This  change  was  made  because  the  Department  of  City  Planning 
determined  that  the  list-based  method  tended  to  result  in  unrealistic  levels  of  development 
since  some  approved  projects  are  not  constructed,  and  some  projects  are  proposed  but 
not  approved.  Therefore,  using  growth  rates  to  estimate  cumulative  background  traffic 
results  in  more  realistic  traffic  projections.  For  the  purposes  of  the  Kaiser  project, 
cumulative  background  traffic  was  derived  by  applying  a  future  traffic  growth  rate  of  0.50 
percent  compounded  per  year  to  existing  traffic  and  then  adding  the  traffic  generated  by 
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the  UCSF/Mount  Zion  project.23  As  described  in  a  previous  response  on  p.  C&R.67,  this 
assumption  yields  the  most  conservative  (greatest  impact)  traffic  conditions. 

Passenger  Drop-OfTZones 

Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:.  ..No  passenger  drop-off  zone  is  planned 
at  either  2290  or  2295  Geary  since  these  buildings  are  to  be  fully  built  out  to  the  sidewalks.  The 
resulting  double-parked  or  double-stopped  cars  on  Geary  would  seriously  impact  the  already 
slow  traffic,  especially  the  west-bound  side.  For  comparison,  consider  traffic  flow  at  similar  sites 
such  as  PMC  at  Webster  (impacted)  and  California  Sts.  (impacted  also),  Mt.  Zion  at  1600 
Divisadero  (still  impacted,  but  less  so  due  to  driveway  cut).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

There  are  two  passenger  spaces  in  white  zones  located  on  the  north  side  of  Geary 
Boulevard  in  front  of  the  site  for  the  proposed  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary  Boulevard  building, 
and  four  spaces  on  the  north  side  of  O'Farrell  Street  between  Broderick  Street  and  St. 
Joseph's  Avenue. 

The  results  of  a  passenger  loading  demand  analysis  indicate  that  the  proposed 
Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  generate  a  demand  for  four  passenger 
loading  (white)  spaces;  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building,  six  white  spaces; 
and  the  Phase  2A/1455  Divisadero  Street  building,  two  white  spaces.26  As  such,  the 
project  sponsor  would  be  required  to  apply  for  two  additional  passenger  loading  spaces 


25.  Traffic  for  the  UCSF/Mount  Zion  expansion  project  is  from  the  University  of  California  San  Francisco  - 
Mount  %ion  Hospital  and  Medical  Center  Proposed  Integration  Agreement  Environmental  Impact  Report,  September 
22,  1989. 

26.  The  passenger  loading  demand  analysis  is  available  for  public  review  as  part  of  case  file  #95. 102  at 
the  Department  of  City  Planning  office  at  1660  Mission  Street. 
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for  each  of  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  and  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard 
buildings,  and  two  new  spaces  for  the  Phase  2A/1455  Divisadero  Street  building. 

Additional  passenger  loading  spaces  for  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulev  ard  building 
could  be  located  on  the  north  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  in  front  of  the  main  entrance. 
Consequently,  the  loss  of  existing  on-street  metered  parking  would  be  minimal  since  the 
additional  loading  spaces  would  likely  replace  existing  driveways.  The  additional 
passenger  loading  zones  for  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building  could  be  on 
either  the  south  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  or  the  north  side  of  St.  Joseph's  Avenue. 


In  recognition  of  the  need  for  passenger  loading  spaces,  an  improvement  measure  has 
been  recommended,  accepted  by  the  project  sponsor,  and  incorporated  as  part  of  the 
project.  The  following  text  is  inserted  as  the  first  measure  on  p.  492  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
above  the  heading  "Construction  Phase": 

■         Because  the  project  would  generate  a  demand  for  passenger  loading 

(white)  spaces  greater  than  currendy  available,  the  project  sponsor  would 
apply  to  the  City  Department  of  Parking  and  Traffic  for  two  additional 
spaces  at  the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building,  two  additional 
spaces  at  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building,  and  two  new 
spaces  at  the  Phase  2A/1455  Divisadero  Street  building.  The  addition  of 
these  six  white  spaces  would  result  in  the  loss  of  less  than  six  on-street 
parking  spaces,  because  some  loading  spaces  would  likely  replace  existing 
driveways.  Consequendy,  this  effect  would  be  negligible. 

Parking 


Comment 

The.. .additional...parking  problems  that  we  currently  have  to  face  on  a  daily  basis  would  onlv  be 
made  worse  by  the  erection  of  this  structure.  (Gene  Mayo,  Lower  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood 
Association) 

Response 

Changes  in  future  parking  conditions  are  described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  358  -  364.  In 
particular,  Table  IV.G.4  on  p.  364  compares  the  projected  new  parking  demand  to  the 
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number  of  parking  spaces  that  would  be  supplied  by  the  proposed  project.  For  proposed 
outpatient  uses,  the  supply  of  parking  exceeds  the  projected  demand,  thereby  mitigating 
potential  impacts  of  spillover  parking  demand  onto  surrounding  streets.  For  existing 
residential  uses,  Table  IV.G.4  indicates  a  shortage  of  parking  spaces.  Text  on  p.  360 
explains  that  the  new  residential  units,  which  would  have  2 1  off-street  spaces,  would 
replace  the  units  proposed  for  demolition  at  1401-17  Divisadero  Street  which  have  no  off- 
street  parking  spaces.  Thus,  construction  of  the  new  units  would  lessen  demand  by 
residents  for  on-street  parking  spaces.  Similarly,  the  demolition  of  the  existing 
commercial/retail  uses  would  further  lessen  on-street  parking  demand. 

Comment 

[OJn  Page  360,  it  reports,  because  there  would  be  no  increase  in  the  number  of  employees 
during  Phase  1  A,  2290  Geary  Boulevard,  there  would  be  no  net  new  parking  demand.  Yet  I  find 
that  there  are  not  going  to  be  additional  employees  after  Phase  1  A,  but,  obviously,  there  are 
going  to  be  additional  patients  after  Phase  1  A.  (Esther  Marks,  City  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

The  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  be  occupied  prior  to  demolition 
and  construction  of  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building.  Consequently, 
parking  demand  after  Phase  1 A  would  be  the  same  as  under  existing  conditions,  since 
employees  would  only  be  relocated  to  the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building.  In 
other  words,  because  employment  would  not  increase,  parking  demand  would  not 
change.  Futhermore,  additional  patients  are  not  anticipated  after  the  construction  of  the 
Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building,  since  the  overcrowded  conditions  at  the 
Geary  Campus  would  continue  until  the  end  of  Phase  1C.  At  that  time,  with 
construction  of  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building,  parking  demand  from 
employees,  patients,  and  visitors  would  increase. 

Comments 

The  project  description  states  that  there  would  be  an  excess  number  of  parking  spaces  in  both 
Phase  1  and  Phase  1 C  and  that  this  would  tend  to  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  the  Kaiser's 
transportation  demand  management  plan.  At  the  same  time,  Kaiser,  in  its  own  goals  stated  on 
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Page  43,  says  that  one  of  its  goals  is  to  decrease  auto  dependency  and  increase  transit  [use]. 
There  seems  to  be  a  bit  of  an  inconsistency  here,  and  I  am  wondering  if  there  are  proposed 
changes  to  the  TDM  in  light  of  the  excess  parking  that  would  keep  the  parking  and  yd 
encourage  people  to  take  transit  or  some  other  means  of  transportation  besides  an  automobile. 
(James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

According  to  the  DEIR,  at  buildout  the  project  would  provide  300  spaces  beyond  estimated  new 
parking  demand.  The  DEIR  states,  and  we  strongly  agree,  that  this  oversupply  could  increase 
auto  usage  to  the  Geary  Campus  and  reduce  the  effectiveness  of  Kaiser's  existing  transportation 
demand  management  program.  This  oversupply  conflicts  with  objectives  of  the  San  Francisco 
General  Plan  to  assure  that  new  parking  facilities  meet  need  criteria,  to  lessen  the  traffic  and 
parking  impact  of  institutions  on  surrounding  residential  areas,  and  to  limit  the  prov  isions  of 
long-term  parking  facilities  at  institutions.  It  also  conflicts  with  project  objectives  to  decrease 
auto-dependency  and  increase  transit  use  and  carpools,  and  to  provide  sufficient  parking  without 
encouraging  increased  dependence  on  the  automobile.  (Ellen  Garvey,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District) 

Response 

The  commenters  are  concurring  with  the  conclusion  in  the  EIR  on  p.  493  that  there 
would  be  an  oversupply  of  parking  that  could  induce  additional  trips  to  the  medical 
center.  The  EIR  proposes  an  improvement  measure  that  is  under  consideration  by  the 
project  sponsor  to  eliminate  200  excess  spaces  in  Phase  1  and  300  additional  excess 
spaces  in  Phase  2. 

It  is  noted  that  Alternative  B,  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative,  is  under  consideration  by 
the  project  sponsor  and  would  reduce  the  overall  parking  supply  at  the  Geary  Campus, 
thereby  avoiding  the  excess  parking  condition  identified  for  the  proposed  project.  Either 
the  improvement  measure  on  p.  493  of  the  EIR  or  Alternative  B  would  serve  to  mitieratc 
this  impact  of  the  proposed  project. 
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Comment 

Page  493  of  the  DEIR  lists  elimination  of  the  300  excess  spaces  as  an  improvement  measure 
under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor  "to  ensure  that  parking  facilities  do  not  encourage 
traffic  and  parking  at  the  site."  Given  the  project's  air  quality  impacts  and  its  conflicts  with  San 
Francisco  General  Plan  policies,  BAAQMD  believes  that  the  elimination  of  excess  parking  spaces 
should  be  required  as  a  condition  of  project  approval.  (Ellen  Garvey,  Bay  Area  Air  Quality 
Management  District) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  requesting  that  the  improvement  measure  under  consideration  by  the 
project  sponsor  described  on  p.  493  of  the  EIR  be  made  a  condition  of  project  approval. 
The  decision  to  make  this  request  a  condition  of  approval  of  the  project  rests  with  the 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  The  Planning 
Commission  and  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  are  aware  of  the  significant 
unavoidable  air  quality  impacts  predicted  for  the  proposed  project,  as  well  as  the  effects  of 
eliminating  the  identified  oversupply  of  parking  spaces. 

Until  project  approval,  all  of  the  alternatives  are  still  under  consideration  by  the  Planning 
Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  It  is  noted  that  Alternative  B, 
the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative,  is  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor.  Under 
Alternative  B,  NOx  emissions  would  be  below  the  significance  threshold  used  by  the  Bay 
Area  Air  Quality  Management  District.  Thus,  selection  of  this  alternative  would  serve  to 
avoid  the  unmitigable  air  quality  impacts  identified  for  the  proposed  project. 

Comment 

[Considering  the  traffic  impacts  and  the  fact  that  it  was  clearly  pointed  out  in  the  EIR  that  when 
parking  is  available  to  people,  they're  going  to  tend  to  drive  rather  than  take  public  transit,  why 
the  parking  isn't  geared  towards  short-term  usage  rather  than  employee  usage.  (Esther  Marks, 
City  Planning  Commission) 
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Response 

The  parking  demand  presented  in  Table  IV.G.3,  p.  361  of  the  EIR,  for  the  year  2000 
and  Table  IV.G.4,  p.364,  for  the  year  2010  includes  both  long-term  employee  and  short- 
term  patient/visitor  parking  demand.  For  example,  as  stated  on  p.  363  of  the  EIR,  of  the 
1,000-space  demand  estimated  at  buildout,  480  spaces  would  be  long-term  employee 
spaces  and  520  spaces  would  be  short-term  patient  and  visitor  parking.  As  for  parking 
supply,  the  project  would  provide  a  more  than  sufficient  number  of  parking  spaces  to 
meet  the  employee  and  visitor  parking  demand.  Page  360  of  the  EIR  states  that  this 
excess  parking  supply  may  encourage  additional  trips  and  impede  attainment  of  Kaiser's 
Transportation  Demand  Management  program  which  encourages  employee  transit 
usage,  carpooling,  and  vanpooling,  in  an  effort  to  discourage  long-term  parking  demand. 
Because  of  these  effects,  the  EIR  includes  a  the  recommended  improvement  measure  to 
reduce  parking  supply  (see  p.  493). 

Transit 
Comment 

In  response  to  your  request  for  review  of  the  draft  EIR  for  the  proposed  expansion  of  the  Kaiser 
Medical  Center  along  Geary  Boulevard;  the  Municipal  Railway  Service  Planning  staff  have  no 
further  comments.  However,  I  have  attached  a  copy  of  our  previous  comments;  the  report  has 
responded  to  these  items.  (James  D.  Lowe,  MUNI) 

Response 

The  Office  of  Environmental  Review  appreciates  the  collaborative  effort  and  support 
provided  by  MUNI's  planning  staff  in  resolving  any  transit-related  issues  with  the 
proposed  project  early  on,  prior  to  the  release  of  the  Draft  EIR. 
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Pedestrian  Bridge 
Comments 

[T]he  bridge  we  think  is  a  necessity.  We  think  because  that  [it]  is  [a]  crystal  palace,  a  glass  box, 
a  glass  overhead  bridge  would  be  very  important  and  necessary.... [T] his  is  a  very  dangerous 
intersection  and  we  do  need  that  glass  bridge.  (Robert  Speer) 

I  am  very  much  in  favor  of  the  pedestrian  bridge,  because,  as  it  said  in  Wednesday's  paper,  a 
woman  40  years  old  was  hit  and  knocked  72  feet,  half  a  block  from  where  this  pedestrian  bridge 
will  be  or  is  proposed  to  be.  (Margaret  Verges) 

Response 

As  stated  on  p.  373  of  the  EIR,  the  potential  increase  in  pedestrian  traffic  at  the 
intersections  of  Geary  Boulevard/Divisadero  Street  and  Geary  Boulevard/St.  Joseph's 
Avenue  would  not  likely  cause  the  crosswalks  to  deteriorate  to  unacceptable  service  levels, 
given  the  current  LOS  A  conditions.  The  EIR  on  p.  374  indicates  the  pedestrian  bridge 
would  improve  internal  coordination  of  inter-related  Kaiser  activities  on  the  north  and 
south  of  the  campus,  reduce  the  number  of  pedestrians  crossing  Geary  Boulevard  at 
Divisadero  Street  and  at  St.  Joseph's  Avenue,  and  improve  safety  for  Kaiser  patients, 
employees,  and  visitors  who  use  the  bridge  rather  than  cross  Geary  Boulevard. 

Comment 

...I  am  just  wondering  if  alternatives  to  the  siting  of  that  bridge  were  considered,  particularly  an 
alternative  that  might  allow  greater  use  by  the  public.  Because  I  understand  the  need  for 
pedestrian  safety  in  that  area.  (James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

Response 

Kaiser  considered  and  rejected  several  alternatives  to  the  above-ground  pedestrian 
bridge.27  The  following  information  from  Kaiser  identifies  these  alternatives  and  presents 
the  reasons  for  their  rejection: 


27.  Alice  Suet  Yee  Barkley,  Attorney  to  Kaiser,  letter  to  John  Billovits,  March  5,  1997. 
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■  Create  a  Mid-Block  Crossing  At  Brodenck  Street-  This  alternative  would  require  cutting 
the  median  at  the  center  of  Geary  Boulevard,  installing  a  signal  and  creating  a 
mid-block  pedestrian  cross-walk.  This  alternative  was  discussed  with  and  rejected 
by  MUNI  because  it  would  require  changes  to  the  present  synchronized  signal 
timing  along  Geary  Boulevard,  which  would  slow  traffic  flow  on  Geary  Boulevard 
significantly.  Korve  Engineers,  the  transportation  consultants,  confirmed  that  the 
proximity  of  lights  at  Geary  and  Divisadero  make  this  solution  infeasible.  It 
would  also  interfere  with  many  of  the  alternatives  being  considered  by  MUNI  for 
the  Geary  Corridor  light  rail  plan. 

■  Increase  Use  of  Shuttle  Between  Buildings:  Shuttle  services  would  not  be  continuous. 
Due  to  the  existing  street  traffic  circulation  pattern,  shuttle  stops  from  buildings 
located  on  the  south  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  must  be  on  O'Farrell  Street.  Even  if 
a  shuttle  is  dedicated  between  the  buildings  on  both  sides  of  Geary  Boulevard, 
such  a  shuttle  would  travel  west  on  O'Farrell  Street,  then  to  St.  Joseph's  Avenue 
and  travel  northbound  onto  Baker  Street.  It  then  makes  a  series  of  right-hand 
turns  beginning  at  Post  Street,  then  at  Divisadero  Street,  then  to  Gears 
Boulevard.  Once  the  shuttle  is  in  front  of  Geary  Boulevard,  it  then  must  retract 
the  route  to  Divisadero  Street  traveling  southbound,  cross  Geary  Boulevard,  then 
to  the  O'Farrell  street  shuttle  stop.  This  route  is  circuitous,  resulting  in  waiting 
time  for  the  shuttle. 

The  2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  is  designed  to  house  diagnostic  facilities 
which  would  be  shared  by  the  2295  Geary  Boulevard  building.  For  members  who 
need  immediate  diagnostic  services  and  lab  tests,  a  pedestrian  bridge  would  be 
quicker  and  more  convenient.  For  members  of  the  public  who  are  not  familiar 
with  the  shuttle  service,  it  would  be  easier  for  them  to  find  the  building  lobby  and 
then  access  the  bridge  from  within  the  building.  For  persons  with  mobilitv 
impairment,  the  pedestrian  bridge  would  be  easier  because  of  the  difference  in 
grade  between  Geary  Boulevard  and  O'Farrell  Street.  It  is  Kaiser's  assessment 
that  increased  use  of  the  shuttle  service  would  not  reduce  jay-walking  because  the 
shuttle  service  would  be  intermittent. 

■  Tunnel  Under  Geary  Boulevard:  Kaiser  evaluated  the  use  of  a  tunnel  under  Gearv 
Boulevard.  To  avoid  interfering  with  existing  utility  lines,  the  tunnel  would  have 
to  be  at  the  fourth  basement  parking  level  and  would  be  inconvenient  for 
handicapped  individuals  having  to  travel  across  multiple  automobile  driv  e  aisles 
between  the  parking  spaces.  The  tunnel  would  be  remote  and  pose  safety  issues, 
especially  for  the  elderly,  children,  or  persons  with  impaired  mobility. 
Additionally,  travel  between  clinical  areas  would  require  a  transfer  on  both  sides 
of  Geary  Boulevard  from  the  main  elevators  servicing  the  building  to  the  shuttle 
elevators  serving  the  parking  level.  With  increased  numbers  of  people  movinc 
between  the  north  and  south  sides  of  Gearv-  Boulevard,  many  w  ould  be  tempted 
to  use  the  "short  cut"  ofjay-waking  in  lieu  of  transferring  between  three  elevator-, 
thereby  increasing  the  potential  for  pedestrian  safety  hazard.  In  addition,  tunnels 
tend  to  be  underutilized  because  they  are  perceived  to  be  dangerous. 


95.I02E 

Kaiser  Geary  Campus 


C&R.80 


DP  95025 
March  31.  1997 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
C.  Comments  and  Responses/Noise 


NOISE 


Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. .."Occasional  increased  noise"  levels  by 
10-20  dBA  (p.  393)  would  create  intolerable  noise  levels  since  several  sites  are  already  at 
unacceptable  levels.  Phase  1  would  entail  pile  driving  for  more  than  40  days  generating  noise  of 
1 00  dBA.  These  are  intolerable  noise  levels.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood 
Association,  January  16,  1997) 


Response 

The  EIR  acknowledges  that  construction-related  noise  would  be  disruptive.  Pages  395, 
397,  and  398  report  that  noise  from  construction  activity,  truck  deliveries,  and  garage 
excavation  would  be  disruptive  to  residences  on  the  west  side  of  Broderick  Street  and  on 
the  north  side  of  Garden  Street  because  of  proximity  to  the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary 
Boulevard  site;  on  the  east  side  of  Divisadero  Street  adjacent  to  the  Phase  2A/ 1455 
Divisadero  Street  site;  and  to  north  across  Geary  Boulevard  and  to  the  south  across 
O'Farrell  Street  near  the  Phase  2B/New  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  site.  In  addition, 
p.  396  indicates  that  construction  noise  and  truck  deliveries  would  be  disruptive  to 
residences  to  the  west  and  south  of  the  Phase  IB/2139  O'Farrell  Street  site,  and  to  those 
north  across  Geary  Boulevard  and  south  across  O'Farrell  Street  from  the  Phase  1C/2295 
Geary  Boulevard  site.  Mitigation  measures  are  recommended  on  p.  494  in  recognition 
that  construction  noise  would  be  annoying  to  residents  near  the  project  site.  See  the 
following  response  for  additional  discussion  on  the  temporary  nature  of  construction  noise 
impacts. 

Regarding  the  first  statement  of  the  comment,  the  full  text  from  p.  393  of  the  EIR  reads, 
"According  to  data  gathered  during  the  project  site  survey,  heavy  trucks  can  elevate  noise 
levels  during  the  short  time  of  their  passage  by  10-20  dBA  over  the  average  level,  which 
could  be  especially  disruptive for  adjacent  residents  during  the  early  morning  or  late  at  nighf  (italics 
added).  The  mitigation  measure  under  consideration  by  the  project  sponsor  on  p.  494  of 
the  EIR  would  restrict  construction  hours  to  7  AM  to  6  PM,  unless  waived  by  the 
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Department  of  Public  Works.  Thus,  the  hours  when  adjacent  residents  could  be  most 
disturbed  would  be  avoided.  The  EIR  on  p.  494  indicates  that  ambient  levels  at 
residential  receptors  closest  to  the  proposed  construction  sites  would  rise  by  5  to  10  dBA 
during  demolition,  excavation,  and  foundation  phases. 

The  second  statement,  that  Phase  1  would  entail  more  than  40  days  of  pile  driving,  is 
correct  but  misleading.  Piles  will  be  installed  during  the  shoring  phase  only.  Because  of 
the  noise  and  vibration  created  by  shoring  pile  driving,  the  holes  for  the  shoring  piles 
would  be  pre-drilled,  according  to  p.  393  of  the  EIR.  The  pre-drilled  hole  would  reduce 
the  duration  and  intensity  of  noise  and  vibration  generated  during  pile  placement  because 
fewer  hammer  blows  would  be  needed  to  drive  each  pile  into  its  pre-drilled  hole.  While  it 
is  true  that  pile  driving  would  occur  over  40  days,  the  actual  hours  during  which  this 
activity  would  occur  total  a  maximum  of  2- 1  /2  hours  for  about  20  days  during  Phase 
1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  and  more  than  20  days  during  Phase  1C/2295  Geary 
Boulevard,  as  described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  395  and  396.  Thus,  the  time  period  during 
which  adjacent  residents  may  be  exposed  to  noise  levels  up  to  100  dBA  is  less  than 
suggested  by  the  comment.  It  is  also  noted  from  p.  395  of  the  EIR  that  the  figure  of  100 
dBA  is  measured  at  a  distance  of  50  feet  from  the  equipment.  At  distances  greater  than 
50  feet  and  wherever  there  are  intervening  buildings  between  the  pile  driv  ers  and  the 
residents,  the  noise  exposure  of  nearby  residents  would  be  less. 

Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  proposed  project  would  result  in 
demolition  or  construction  activity  over  more  than  ten  (10)  years  (p.  392 ).  Thus,  the  demolition 
and  construction  noise  should  be  considered  more  a  permanent  than  a  temporary  problem. 
(Janice  L.  BolafFi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  J  an  uary  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  the  construction  period  would  extend  an  estimated  ten 
years.  The  previous  response  acknowledges  that  nearby  residents  would  be  disturbed  by 
ongoing  activity  including  construction,  truck  deliv  eries,  and.  in  some  cases,  garage 
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excavation.  Nevertheless,  none  of  the  residents  in  the  project  vicinity  would  be  subjected 
to  noise  during  all  phases  of  construction.  According  to  p.  393  of  the  EIR,  residents  to 
the  north  and  west  of  the  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary  Boulevard  site  would  be  exposed  to 
construction  noise  for  approximately  25  months,  with  the  most  noise-intensive  period 
occurring  over  an  initial  five-month  period.  Residents  to  the  west  and  south  of  the  Phase 
IB/2139  O'Farrell  Street  site  would  be  exposed  to  construction  noise  for  about  eight 
months,  with  the  most  noise-intensive  period  occurring  during  the  first  two  months,  as 
explained  on  pp.  395  and  396  of  the  EIR.  Residents  west  of  the  Phase  1A  and  IB  sites 
would  also  be  affected  by  construction  of  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  structure. 
Construction  of  this  building  would  extend  over  a  36-month  period,  and  the  most  noise- 
intensive  period  would  take  place  during  the  first  13  months  (see  p.  396  of  the  EIR). 
Construction  during  Phase  1  is  expected  to  occur  relatively  continuously,  so  that  residents 
would  be  exposed  to  disruptive  noise  levels  to  the  year  2000.  Because  of  the  different 
populations  affected  and  the  anticipated  maximum  three-year  duration  for  Phase  1 ,  only 
a  portion  of  which  would  involve  excavation,  pile  driving,  and  concrete  pours, 
construction  noise  is  a  temporary  condition. 

The  timetable  for  construction  under  Phase  2  is  more  uncertain  than  for  Phase  1 .  Phase 
2  is  projected  to  take  place  over  a  ten-year  period.  As  described  in  the  EIR  on 
pp.  397  -  398,  the  residential  areas  affected  by  construction  at  the  Phase  2A/1455 
Divisadero  Street  site  are  different  than  those  disturbed  by  construction  at  the  Phase 
2B/New  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  site.  Because  the  intermittent  construction  activity  at 
varing  locations  over  a  limited  period  would  affect  different  receptors  at  varying  times, 
construction  noise  is  a  considered  temporary  condition. 

Given  the  disruption  to  nearby  residents  during  construction  activities,  mitigation 
measures  to  reduce  noise  impacts  are  presented  on  p.  494  of  the  EIR.  As  discussed  in  the 
EIR  on  p.  502,  a  final  determination  on  the  significance  of  impacts  (including 
construction  noise)  will  be  made  by  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  as  part  of  the  certification  process  for  the  EIR. 
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Comment 

Besides  the  noise,  dirt  and  debris  that  we  will  be  subjected  to  on  a  daily  basis  if  this  project  goes 
on  schedule  for  the  next  three  to  ten  years  without  any  delays,  our  buildings  will  be  subject  to 
constant  vibration,  earth  movement  equivalent  to  aftershocks  after  an  earthquake,  which,  in  the 
interim,  could  undermine  the  structural  integrity  of  the  building  and  make  it  unsafe  and 
eventually  uninhabitable.  (Thomas  Finnigan) 

Response 

The  EIR  acknowledges  on  pp.  392  -  398  and  pp.  444  -  45 1  that  construction  vibration 
and  settlement  could  affect  adjacent  residents.  Page  444  of  the  EIR  and  the  responses  to 
comments  in  the  Soils,  Geology,  and  Seismicity  section  of  this  report,  beginning  on  p. 
C&R.94,  explain  that  all  phases  of  the  project  must  comply  with  provisions  of  the  San 
Francisco  Building  Code,  as  well  as  applicable  sections  of  the  State  Building  Code.  There 
are  specific  sections  of  these  building  codes  that  address  requirements  for  foundation 
investigations,  underpinning,  slope  stability,  and  drainage  and  erosion  control  and  are 
intended  to  safeguard  the  structural  integrity  of  buildings  adjacent  to  a  construction  site  as 
much  as  possible.  Pages  494  and  500  of  the  EIR  identify  a  particular  monitoring 
program  as  a  mitigation  measure  to  determine  the  vibration  and  settlement  effects  of 
construction  on  nearby  vulnerable  structures  and  proposes  that  the  adjacent  property 
owners  be  reimbursed  for  construction-related  structural  damage. 

Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..The  residential  units  at  1450  Divisadero 
would  experience  noise  exposure  normally  unacceptable  under  City  and  State  land  use 
compatibility  criteria  (p.  391).  The  fact  that  the  increase  in  noise  levels  "would  occur  over  a 
number  of  years"  (id.)  does  not  transform  an  unacceptable  level  into  an  acceptable  level.  (Janice 
L.  Bolafli,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January-  16,  1997) 

Response 

As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  EIR  acknowledges  that  residents  at  1450  Divisadero 
Street  would  be  affected  by  project  and  other  cumulative  traffic  along  Divisadero  Street. 
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Figure  IV.H.2  on  p.  388  of  the  EIR  indicates  that  cumulative  traffic  conditions  in  the 
year  2000,  with  Phase  1  of  the  proposed  project,  would  not  trigger  a  measurable  increase 
in  annoyance  of  residents  along  Divisadero  Street  due  to  the  increase  in  the  ambient 
noise  levels.  By  contrast,  cumulative  traffic  conditions  in  the  year  20 1 0,  with  Phase  2  of 
the  proposed  project  completed,  would  increase  exterior  noise  levels  at  1 450  Divisadero 
Street  0.7  to  0.9  dBA  Ldn  above  existing  levels.  The  new  ambient  noise  level  of  about 
72  dBA  would  be  considered  "normally  unacceptable"  for  new  residential  construction, 
according  to  state  noise  guidelines.  However,  this  is  an  existing  developed  site  and  the 
noise  level  is  not  uncommon  for  San  Francisco  neighborhoods. 

It  was  not  the  intent  of  the  EIR  to  classify  the  change  in  ambient  noise  levels  as 
insignificant  simply  because  the  change  would  occur  gradually  over  a  number  of  years. 
There  are  several  factors  identified  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  391  and  392  that  lead  to  the 
conclusion  that  a  0.7  to  0.9  dBA  change  in  Ldn  would  not  substantially  affect  the  residents 
along  Divisadero  Street.  First,  the  projected  noise  levels  would  not  be  atypical  among 
residential  areas  in  the  City.  Second,  the  projected  change  in  ambient  conditions  is  less 
than  1  dBA,  which  is  relatively  small.  Third,  the  projected  increase  would  increase 
annoyance  levels  among  a  small  number  of  nearby  residents.  Fourth,  the  change  in 
ambient  noise  conditions  would  occur  gradually  over  time  because  of  changes  in  traffic 
volumes.  Of  the  total  traffic  in  2010  along  Divisadero  Street,  about  12  percent  would  be 
attributed  to  the  proposed  project. 

The  final  determination  of  whether  the  cumulative  change  in  ambient  noise  conditions  is 
significant  lies  with  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency 
Commission.  This  finding  of  significance  will  be  made  as  part  of  the  certification  process 
for  the  EIR,  as  described  in  the  EIR  on  p.  502. 

Comment 

Since  Phase  1  involves  buildings  on  both  sides  of  the  2200  block  of  Geary,  the  choice  of  addresses 
in  the  2300  and  2400  blocks  of  Geary  (p.  386-388)  provides  insufficient  data  to  properly  evaluate 
the  effects  of  operational  noise.  At  a  minimum,  the  4-story,  multifamily  apartment  building  at 
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2230  Geary  should  have  been  evaluated  as  a  site  for  relevant  noise  analysis.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi, 
Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  selection  of  noise  monitoring  locations  is  intended  to  encompass  sensitive  noise 
receptors  where  noise  impacts  are  anticipated.  These  sites  are  regarded  as  representative 
of  larger  areas  because  they  are  generally  of  similar  land  uses,  they  are  exposed  to  the 
same  noise  sources,  they  are  set  back  from  the  noise  source  a  comparable  distance,  and 
their  terrain  is  similar.  For  these  reasons,  it  is  not  necessary  to  take  noise  measurements 
at  every  sensitive  receptor.  Noise  measurements  taken  at  2302  Geary,  outside  a  multi- 
family  residential  building,  would  be  very  similar  to  sound  levels  expected  at  2230  Geary, 
less  than  one  block  away. 

Figure  IV.H.l  on  p.  387  of  the  EIR  presents  existing  Ldn  for  individual  addresses  along 
three  streets  bounding  the  project  site.  The  far  left  set  of  bar  graphs  illustrates  predicted 
noise  levels  for  addresses  along  Geary  Boulevard  between  Lyon  and  Broderick  Streets. 
The  noise  levels  are  predicted  using  the  SOUND32  model,  developed  by  the  State 
Department  of  Transportation,  and  were  calibrated  to  assure  agreement  between 
measured  and  modeled  noise  levels  at  the  five  sites  where  measurements  were  recorded. 
The  bar  graphs  show  that  all  addresses  along  Geary  Boulevard  are  within  one  decibel  of 
one  another,  between  74  and  75  dBA.  Because  conditions  at  2230  Geary  Boulevard,  in 
front  of  the  four-story,  multi-family  apartment  building,  are  similar  to  those  found  on  the 
2300  and  2400  blocks  of  Gear)'  Boulevard,  existing  noise  levels  at  this  location  between 
Broderick  and  Divisadero  Streets  would  also  be  around  75  dBA  hdn. 

Other  operational  noise  sources  that  could  affect  the  four-story  residential  building  at 
2230  Geary  Boulevard  include  mechanical,  heating,  and  ventilation  equipment  and  truck 
loading/unloading.  The  identified  building  equipment  is  typically  included  as  rooftop 
appurtenances  and  the  EIR  notes  on  p.  63  that  the  design  of  the  Phase  1  A/2290  Gearv 
Boulevard  building  contains  two  16-ft.  mechanical  penthouses.  At  this  location  on  the 
rooftop,  the  equipment  would  not  be  directly  \isible  to  residents  at  the  building  at  2230 
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Geary  Boulevard.  In  general,  residents  require  a  direct  line-of-sight  to  a  noise  source  in 
order  to  detect  noise  emitted  by  that  source.  In  this  case,  since  there  is  no  direct  line-of- 
sight,  noise  from  the  equipment  would  not  be  expected  to  adversely  affect  the  residents 
next  door. 

With  respect  to  truck  deliveries,  the  EIR  states  on  pp.  385  -  386  that  the  new  facilities  are 
expected  to  be  similar  to  those  of  the  existing  facilities.  Most  of  the  new  delivery  trips 
would  be  internal  and  there  would  be  none  during  the  night  time.  Finally,  the  loading 
docks  for  the  Phase  1  A/ 2 290  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  be  near  the  west  end  of 
Garden  Street,  distant  from  the  residential  uses. 

Comment 

If  the  DEIR  authors  do  not  have  project-specific  data  on  noise  from  equipment  operation 
(p.  385,  DEIR),  there  is  no  basis  for  their  conclusion  that  the  proposed  buildings  would  comply 
with  Noise  Ordinance  requirements.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood 
Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  states  that  the  lack  of  project-specific  data  on  noise  from  operating 
equipment  precludes  conclusions  about  the  ability  of  the  equipment  to  satisfy  the  City's 
Noise  Ordinance  requirements.  The  text  of  the  EIR  on  p.  385  indicates  that  the  lack  of 
project-specific  data  on  noise  emissions  from  operating  equipment  precludes  quantitative 
analysis  of  equipment  noise  impacts  (italics  added).  It  is  possible  to  make  qualitative 
assessments  of  the  noise  impacts.  The  qualitative  assessment  anticipates  that  the 
operating  equipment  would  satisfy  the  City's  noise  requirements  and  the  noise  from 
operating  equipment  is  unlikely  to  significantly  affect  residents  near  the  Phase  1  A/ 2 290 
Geary  Boulevard  and  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  buildings.  This  assessment  is 
based  on  the  following  reasons.  First,  this  type  of  equipment  is  typically  placed  on 
building  rooftops,  where  they  would  be  above  and  not  directly  in  line-of-sight  of  nearby 
residents  who  might  otherwise  be  affected.  Second,  mechanical,  heating,  ventilation, 
pumps,  and  other  operating  equipment  are  often  enclosed.  The  EIR  indicates  on  pp.  63 
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and  74  that  the  Phase  1A  and  the  Phase  1C  buildings,  respectively,  would  include  two 
mechanical  penthouses  on  the  rooftops  of  these  buildings.  Third,  the  project  sponsor  a 
required  to  comply  with  Title  24  of  the  California  Code  of  Regulations.  These 
regulations  require  that  acoustical  studies  be  performed  prior  to  construction  at  locations 
where  the  existing  exterior  day-night  noise  level  at  multi-family  residential  buildings 
exceeds  60  dBA.  This  code  is  enforced  by  local  building  departments  during  the  building 
design  phase,  when  the  specific  location,  type,  and  pieces  of  equipment  are  identified. 
Such  acoustical  studies  may  stipulate  that  the  equipment  be  muffled,  shielded,  or 
otherwise  altered  in  order  to  maintain  residential  interior  noise  levels  at  45  dBA.  Finally, 
the  San  Francisco  Noise  Ordinance  contains  mandatory  performance  standards,  which 
are  enforced  by  the  Department  of  Public  Health,  that  the  proposed  project  will  be 
required  to  meet. 


AIR  QUALITY 


Comments 

The  DEIR  finds,  and  we  concur,  that  the  project  would  have  a  significant  impact  on  regional  air 
quality  from  increased  emissions  of  nitrogen  oxides  (NOJ.  According  to  the  DEIR,  the  daily 
increases  in  project- related  emissions  would  be  87  lb/day  of  NOx,  of  which  48  lb/day  would 
result  from  motor  vehicle  trips  generated  by  the  proposed  expansion.  The  total  figure  would  be 
in  excess  of  the  BAAQMD's  significance  threshold  of  80  lb/day.  (Ellen  Garvey,  Bay  Area  Air 
Quality  Management  District) 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:...NOx  levels  exceed  acceptable 
BAAQMD  levels  of  80  lb/day  (p.  400-403).  Mitigations  proposed  by  Kaiser  (p.  495;  do  not 
necessarily  bring  level  of  project  emissions  below  this  threshold.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi.  Western 
Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 
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Response 

The  EIR  states  on  p.  403  that  the  proposed  project  would  emit  NOx  levels  in  excess  of  the 
Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District  standards,  a  significant  effect.  The  EIR 
further  acknowledges  on  p.  502  that  there  are  no  mitigation  measures  that  could  reduce 
this  impact  to  an  insignificant  level. 

It  is  noted,  however,  that  the  decision  regarding  approval  of  the  proposed  project, 
rejection  of  the  proposed  project,  or  selection  of  one  of  the  alternatives  rests  with  the 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission.  It  should  be  noted 
that  Alternative  B,  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative,  is  under  consideration  by  the 
project  sponsor.  Under  Alternative  B,  the  emissions  of  NOx  would  be  reduced  to  below 
the  Bay  Area  Air  Quality  Management  District's  significance  threshold  and  thereby  avoid 
the  unmitigated  air  quality  impact  identified  for  the  proposed  project.  Accordingly, 
Alternative  B  would  serve  to  mitigate  this  impact  of  the  proposed  project. 


HAZARDOUS  MATERIALS 
Comment 

...Table  IX.I.6  and  page  A.  107  in  Appendix  1  show  injury  and  illness  with  no  indication  if  these 
were  due  to  hazardous  materials.  As  included,  this  Table  suggests  injuries  and  illness  due  to 
hazardous  materials.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, January 
16,  1997) 

Response 

The  EIR  on  p.  414  reports  that  there  were  no  injuries  or  illnesses  due  to  exposure  to 
hazardous  materials  during  1 993  and  1 994.  This  information  has  been  confirmed  by 
Kaiser  staff.28  However,  as  noted  by  the  commenter,  Table  IX.I.6  on  p.  A.  107  of  the 
Draft  EIR  reports  injuries  and  illnesses  at  Kaiser  that  could  incorrectly  be  interpreted  as 


28.  Michael  Sheats,  Senior  Project  Manager,  Facilities  Design  and  Construction,  Kaiser,  San  Francisco, 
letter  to  Nancy  Cunningham  Clark,  EIP  Associates,  May  23,  1996. 
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stemming  from  hazardous  materials  exposure.  In  fact,  the  information  in  Table  IX. 1.6 
refers  to  injuries  and  illnesses  from  all  causes.  To  clarify  the  table,  the  following  note  is 
inserted  above  the  source: 

1.        None  of  the  injuries  and  illnesses  reported  in  1993  and  1994  is  due  to 
exposure  to  hazardous  materials. 

Comment 

At  p.  416,  data  on  quantities  of  biohazardous  materials  should  be  included,  not  simply  stated  to 
be  "not  available."  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association, January  16, 
1997) 

Response 

As  stated  on  p.  205  of  the  EIR,  biohazardous  materials  at  Kaiser  include  infectious 
agents,  pathological  specimens,  surgical  specimens,  and  blood  and  fluid  specimens. 
Quantities  of  these  materials  are  not  presented  in  the  EIR  because  Kaiser  is  not  required 
to  keep  a  log  of  quantities  (by  volume  or  weight)  of  specimens  and  cultures  collected  from 
patients. 

Kaiser  is,  however,  required  to  maintain  quantities  of  biohazardous  waste  generated  and 
disposed  of  from  its  facilities.  Pages  207-208  of  the  EIR  describe  these  quantities.  The 
categories  of  biohazardous  material  used  at  Kaiser  (see  p.  205  of  the  EIR)  are  not 
identical  to  the  categories  of  biohazardous  waste  in  Table  IX.I.5,  p.  A.  106,  of  Appendix  I 
of  the  EIR.  For  example,  body  fluids  handled  as  biohazardous  material  for  diagnostic 
purposes  and  clinical  testing  are  not  identified  as  a  separate  waste  stream  in  Table  IX.I.5, 
but  waste  streams,  like  laboratory  waste  and  other  biohazardous  waste,  include  wastes 
generated  directly  due  to  handling  of  biohazardous  materials  and  materials  used  in  the 
process,  like  gloves,  gowns  and  other  disposables.  Therefore,  it  is  not  possible  to  correlate 
the  quantities  of  biohazardous  materials  with  those  of  biohazardous  waste  to  derive  the 
amount  of  biohazardous  materials  used  at  Kaiser. 
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Comment 

There  is  an  adequate  coverage  of  hazardous  mate  rials... and  I  am  known  to  be  very,  very 
particular  about  hazardous  materials  and  seismic  issues.  (Margaret  Verges) 

Response 

The  commenter's  opinion  that  the  discussion  of  hazardous  materials  is  adequate  is  noted. 
Information  on  Kaiser's  existing  use  of  hazardous  materials  and  generation  of  hazardous 
waste  was  provided  by  Kaiser's  Safety  Office  and  is  reported  in  Appendix  I,  Hazardous 
Materials,  pp.  A.90  -  A.  108,  of  the  EIR. 


UTILITIES  AND  COMMUNITY  SERVICES 


Comment 

Projected  increased  water  consumption  by  the  year  [2000]  would  be  205  percent  not  70  percent 
as  stated  on  p.  429  (from  0.022  mgd  to  0.067  mgd).  This  very  large  increase  in  consumption  and 
subsequent  wastewater  disposal  is  a  major  utilization  of  natural  resources.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi, 
Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  that  the  change  in  water  consumption  at  the  Geary  Campus 
would  be  205  percent  rather  than  the  70  percent  reported  in  the  Draft  EIR  on  p.  429. 
This  error  in  calculating  the  percentage  increase  does  not  alter  the  fact  that  the  amount  of 
water  consumed  in  the  year  2000  remains  unchanged.  Because  the  consumption  would 
remain  at  0.067  million  gallons  per  day  (mgd),  which  is  less  than  0.1  percent  of  citywide 
demand  and  can  be  satisfied  without  development  of  new  water  sources,  this  level  of 
water  demand  is  not  considered  a  major  utilization  of  natural  resources.  Moreover,  the 
project  sponsor  will  be  required  to  conform  with  Section  1315B  of  the  1995  San 
Francisco  Building  Code  which  stipulates  the  installation  of  water-conserving  plumbing 
fixtures  in  new  construction.  The  demand  of  0.064  mgd  on  the  City's  Southeast  Water 
Pollution  Control  Plant  by  the  Phase  1  buildings  would  not  overtax  the  plant's  capacity. 
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Page  431  of  the  EIR  indicates  there  is  sufficient  capacity  in  the  treatment  plant  and  the 
sewer  main  to  serve  the  project. 

To  correct  the  mathematical  error,  p.  429,  paragraph  3,  line  3  is  revised  as  follows: 

This  represents  a  205  70  percent  increase  in  the  amount  of  water  used  by  the 
Geary  Campus  and  would  be  less  than  0.1  percent  of  current  citywide  demand. 

Comment 

Please  consider  the  impact  a  structure  of  105  feet  would  have  in  the  evening  hours  when  shadow  - 
enhance  the  possibilities  of  purse  snatchings,  muggings,  and  other  types  of  crimes  that  we  are 
already  subjected  to.  (Gene  Mayo,  Lower  Pacific  Heights  Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

Afternoon  shadows  (at  3  PM)  cast  by  the  proposed  project  are  illustrated  in  the  EIR  on 
pp.  320,  323,  and  327  (Figures  IV.E.15,  IV.E.18,  and  IV.E.21,  respectively).  During  the 
evening  hours,  the  shadows  would  extend  further  and  angle  more  sharply  to  the  east, 
because  of  the  position  of  the  sun  after  3:00  PM.  As  seen  from  the  above-referenced 
figures,  the  new  shadows  would  be  most  extensive  during  the  winter  season  (see  Figure 
IV.E.15).  Sidewalks  along  portions  of  the  north  and  south  sides  of  Post  Street  near  the 
intersection  with  Divisadero  Street,  of  the  north  and  south  sides  of  Gears-  Boulevard  near 
the  intersections  with  Broderick  and  Divisadero  Streets,  and  of  the  east  and  west  sides  of 
Divisadero  Street  between  O'Farrell  Street  and  Geary  Boulevard  would  be  in  shadow- 
These  particular  shaded  street/sidewalk  segments  are  used  by  automobiles  and 
pedestrians,  are  near  or  at  MUNI  bus  stops,  and  are  lit,  all  of  which  lessen  the 
opportunity  for  crime. 

In  addition,  the  proposed  project  itself  would  include  measures  to  deter  crime,  as 
described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  426  -  427.  With  new  construction  as  part  of  the  project  on 
the  north  side  of  Geary  Boulevard  and  on  the  west  side  of  Divisadero  Street.  Kaiser 
would  extend  its  security  patrol  beyond  the  current  Geary  Campus.  Priv  ate  security 
within  the  expanded  Geary  Campus  would  continue,  consisting  of  vehicle  patrols. 
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external  foot  officers,  and  internal  roving  officers.  Stationary  and  roving  security  patrols 
would  operate  during  the  evening  hours. 

Comment 

[A]nother  consideration  of  our  group  is  the  security  that  this  building  will  provide  to  the  historic 
buildings  in  our  neighborhood  as  well  as  the  residents  there.  I  know  that  when  people  walk  up 
and  down  Geary  now,  safety  is  an  issue,  and  they  always  stick  to  the  side  of  the  street  where 
Kaiser  is  because  there  is  always  security  around  their  building.  (Barbara  Meskunas,  Planning 
Association  for  Divisadero  Street) 

Response 

The  commenter's  observation  about  how  the  proposed  project  may  improve  security 
along  Geary  Boulevard  is  noted.  As  described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  426  -  427,  Kaiser  would 
extend  its  security  patrol  and  operations  to  the  new  buildings,  including  the  Phase 
1  A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  structure  on  the  north  side  of  Geary  Boulevard. 

Comment 

The  benefits  of  this  project  go  far  beyond  the  boundaries  of  the  immediate  neighborhood. 
Although  the  Draft  EIR  analysis  is  a  very  thorough  one,  I  believe  that  the  community  services 
section  does  not  adequately  address  or  emphasize  the  importance  of  providing  quality,  affordable 
health  care  to  all  of  the  residents  of  San  Francisco.  Our  existing  out-patient  facility  at  2200 
O'Farrell  Street  was  designed  for  84  providers.  It  now  houses  over  120  physicians  and  numerous 
other  support  staff.  The  building  is  crowded,  inefficient,  and  no  longer  up  to  Kaiser's  seismic 
safety  standards.  (Pat  Mandel,  Kaiser  Permanente) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct  in  that  health  care  is  not  considered  an  environmental  topic 
under  the  Utilities  and  Community  Services  section  in  the  EIR.  This  is  because  CEQA 
places  emphasis  on  changes  to  the  physical  environment  associated  with  a  proposed 
project.  Improvements  in  health  care  provision  are  regarded  an  important  social  benefit, 
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rather  than  an  environmental  concern.   Nevertheless,  the  objectives  of  the  project  -  to 
provide  adequate  space  and  improve  outpatient  services  delivery  -  are  described  in  the 
Project  Description  section  on  p.  43  of  the  EIR. 


VEGETATION  AND  WILDLIFE 


Comment 

Significant  environmental  effects  not  identified  as  such:. ..Phase  1A  would  result  in  the  permanent 
loss  of  1 200  sq  ft  of  front  yard  space  (p.  443,  462).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  l,200-sq.-ft.  front  yard  that  would  be  displaced  by  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary-  Boulevard 
is  not  a  sensitive  biological  resource  and  does  not  provide  habitat  for  any  listed  species. 
In  addition,  loss  of  the  yard  would  not  involve  removal  of  any  street  trees.  As  described 
in  the  EIR  on  pp.  223  -  224,  none  of  the  sites  included  in  the  proposed  project  contain 
sensitive  habitat  or  species.  Accordingly,  the  loss  of  the  front  yard  would  not  have  a 
significant  impact  on  the  area's  vegetation  or  wildlife. 


SOILS,  GEOLOGY,  AND  SEISMICITY 

Comment 

The  mitigation  measure  relied  upon  (p.  446  and  p.  455)  [to  address  ground  settlement  from 
excavation  and  other  construction  activities]  is  only  a  "measure  under  consideration  by  the 
project  sponsor"  (see  p.  500).  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association. 
January  16,  1997) 
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Response 

The  geology  and  soils  measures  under  consideration  (listed  on  p.  500  of  the  EIR) 
represent  a  program  for  responding  to  the  requirements  of  the  1 995  San  Francisco 
Building  Code  (SFBC).  In  SFBC  Section  3301.2,  Protection  of  Adjoining  Property, 
Paragraph  2  provides  that  "...ordinary  care  and  skill  shall  be  used,  and  reasonable 
precautions  taken..."  to  protect  land  adjacent  to  an  excavation.  SFBC  Section  1801.1, 
Design,  provides  that,  "All  underpinning  shall  be  designed  by  a  civil  engineer  [and  that] 
all  underpinning  installations  shall  be  under  the  inspection  of  the  civil  engineer 
responsible  for  the  design..."  SFBC  Section  1701.5,  Types  of  Work,  Paragraph  15 
provides  for  continuous  inspection  of  shoring  and  underpinning  by  a  special  inspector 
responsible  to  the  Director  of  the  Department  of  Building  Inspection.  These  actions  are 
required  by  the  SFBC,  but  the  method  by  which  the  project  sponsor  fulfills  these 
requirements  is  not  specified.  The  measures  which  are  under  consideration  in  the  EIR 
are  the  methods  of  fulfilling  the  SFBC-required  actions,  not  the  requirements  themselves. 
Compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code  requirements  is  mandatory.  The 
mitigation  measure,  on  p.  500  of  the  EIR,  provides  for  compensation  for  structural 
damage  resulting  from  project-induced  ground  settlement  and  establishment  of  a 
monitoring  program  to  determine  the  project's  effects,  in  addition  to  the  preventive 
measures  required  through  the  building  permit  process.  The  City  has  the  option  of 
requiring  this  measure  or  a  similar  one  as  a  condition  of  project  approval,  but  in  no  case 
is  compliance  with  San  Francisco  Building  Code  requirements  optional.  As  stated  on  p. 
444  of  the  EIR,  "All  phases  of  the  proposed  project  would  be  required  to  comply  with  the 
excavation,  demolition,  and  construction  provisions  of  the  San  Francisco  Building 
Code..." 

Comment 

All  of  the  underpinning  and  shoring  feasible  which  is  mentioned  in  this  report  is  not  going  to 
guarantee  us  or  our  tenants  against  structural  failure  due  to  earth  movement  or  from  construction  or 
the  complete  collapse  of  the  building  due  to  an  untimely  earthquake.  (Thomas  Finnigan) 
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Response 

There  is  no  "guarantee"  that  the  existing  buildings  in  the  project  vicinity  (some  of  which 
were  constructed  prior  to  the  adoption  of  any  building  codes  and  all  of  which  were 
constructed  prior  to  the  adoption  of  the  1995  San  Francisco  Building  Code)  would 
survive  the  next  great  earthquake,  whether  or  not  the  proposed  project  is  constructed. 
The  San  Francisco  Building  Code  (SFBC)  requirements  discussed  in  the  previous 
response  provide  some  insight  into  the  current  regulatory  controls  placed  on 
developments  which  contain  deep  excavations  as  part  of  their  design.  Together  with  the 
monitoring  and  repair/  reimbursement  programs  outlined  in  the  mitigation  measure  on 
p.  500  of  the  EIR,  the  lands  adjacent  to  the  project  site  would  be  as  safe  as  modern 
excavation  and  construction  technology  can  make  them,  based  on  current  seismic- 
resistant  engineering  technology. 

The  commenter's  concern  about  an  "untimely"  earthquake  during  the  excavation  and 
construction  phase  is  understandable,  especially  with  regard  to  pre-code  structures  in  the 
area.  Similar  concerns  had  to  be  addressed  prior  to  beginning  the  seismic  upgrade 
program  of  San  Francisco's  City  Hall.  There,  specially  designed  support  systems  were 
used  to  protect  the  structure  during  the  time  when  seismic-resistant  equipment  was  being 
installed  under  and  around  it.  At  the  proposed  project  site,  the  shoring,  bracing  and 
underpinning  would  be  designed  to  resist  seismic  vibration  and  dynamic  lateral  soil 
pressures  during  the  time  the  excavation  is  open.  This  is  required  by  the  1995  SFBC 
(Section  1628,  Minimum  Design  Lateral  Forces).  The  basic  purpose  of  the  SFBC  is  "...to 
provide  minimum  standards  to  safeguard  life  or  limb,  health,  property,  and  public 
welfare..."  (SFBC  Section  101.2).  These  requirements  represent  the  minimum  level  of 
protection  for  a  project  design.  Complying  with  1995  SFBC  is  intended  to  pres  ent 
structural  collapse,  but  does  not  guarantee  that  any  particular  structure  will  be  usable 
after  a  great  earthquake. 

Comment 

[T]he  head  of  my  bed  is  going  to  be  50  feet  from  the  hole.  They're  going  to  go  down  seven 
stories  for  car  parking.... It's  [construction  is]  going  to  knock  all  of  our  plumbing  crooked.  I  am 
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sure. ...I  hope  it  gets  monitored  around  the  area  while  that  seven-story  hole  is  being  dug. 
(William  Ferguson) 

Response 

The  commenter's  concern  is  understandable,  given  that  his  building  would  be  very  close 
to  the  Phase  1 A  construction  site.  The  concern  is  equally  valid  for  other  structures  close 
to  the  various  phases  of  the  project.  The  EIR  explains  that  residents  along  the  west  side 
of  Broderick  Street  and  the  north  side  of  Garden  Street  would  be  disturbed  by 
construction  noise  and  vibration  from  Phase  1A.  The  mitigation  measure  on  p.  500  of 
the  EIR  is  designed  to  monitor  the  potential  effects  of  construction  activity  on  adjacent 
and  nearby  properties,  and  redress  damages  caused  by  such  activities.  These  could 
include  structural  damage  resulting  from  construction-related  vibration  (see  p.  494  of  the 
EIR)  or  from  project- related  ground  settlement  (see  p.  500  of  the  EIR).] 

Under  Alternative  B,  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative,  the  number  of  underground 
parking  levels  would  be  reduced,  and  therefore,  the  depth  and  duration  of  excavation 
would  be  reduced  proportionally. 

Comment 

The  immediate  and  long-term  effect  [of  structural  failure  due  to  earth  movement]  will  result  in 
loss  of  income,  values,  eventual  loss  of  the  property  through  foreclosure. ...There  has  been 
nothing  mentioned  in  these  reports  that  I've  read  that  will  guarantee  us  safety  up  front  or 
economic  reimbursement  for  our  losses.  (Thomas  Finnigan) 

Response 

Concern  over  the  structural  integrity  of  one's  building  and  loss  of  investment  is  certainly 
understandable.  The  previous  responses  explain  the  safeguards  to  be  imposed  through 
compliance  with  the  San  Francisco  Building  Code.  However,  social  and  economic 
concerns  are  properly  discussed  during  consideration  of  the  project's  merits.  Loss  of 
property  value  is  not  relevant  in  an  Environmental  Impact  Report  since  economic 
impacts  are  not  considered  significant  effects  pursuant  to  the  California  Environmental 
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Quality  Act  (Section  15131  of  the  Guidelines;.  Nevertheless,  the  EIR  identifies  on 
pp.  494  and  500  measures  for  providing  for  the  monitoring  and  repair  of  structural 
damage  resulting  from  construction-related  activities. 


MITIGATION  MEASURES 


Comment 

I  would  like  the  responses  to  comments  to  talk  about  how  the  two  agencies  might  work  together 
in  order  to  better  formulate  and  implement  the  conditions  that  would  mitigate  some  of  the 
impacts  of  this  project.  (James  Morales,  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission) 

Response 

As  noted  by  the  commenter,  the  project  is  complex  in  that  it  involves  the  review  and 
approval  of  two  public  agencies:  the  City  and  County  of  San  Francisco  and  the  San 
Francisco  Redevelopment  Agency.  The  EIR  describes  on  pp.  95  -  98  the  actions  that 
must  occur  for  the  proposed  project  to  be  constructed.  There  are  several  junctures  where 
coordination  among  the  two  agencies  would  be  expected  to  occur.  The  following 
elements  of  the  proposed  project  would  require  design  review  by  the  Redevelopment 
Agency,  and  the  Department  of  City  Planning  would  review  the  building  design  in  its 
advisory  capacity:  Phase  IB/2139  O'Farrell  Street,  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard, 
and  Phase  2A/1455  Divisadero  Street.  In  addition,  it  is  expected  that  both  agencies  will 
coordinate  in  developing  conditions  of  project  approval.  Possible  areas  of  coordination 
include  building  design,  landscaping,  and  on-site  storage  lengths  at  the  entrances  to  the 
parking  garages. 

With  specific  reference  to  the  mitigation  measures,  both  the  Planning  Commission  and 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  would  adopt  particular  measures  to  minimize 
significant  adverse  effects  of  the  project  at  the  time  the  EIR  is  certified  and  the  project  is 
approved.  Monitoring  and  verification  that  these  measures  have  been  implemented 
would  occur  as  required  by  Public  Resources  Code,  Section  2 1 08 1 .6.  Both  the 
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Department  of  City  Planning  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  would  be  identified  in  the 
Kaiser  Medical  Center  Mitigation  Monitoring  and  Reporting  Program  as  lead  agencies 
responsible  for  verification  that  the  mitigation  measures  have  been  implemented.  The 
agencies  can  coordinate  on  the  methods  for  monitoring  implementation  of  such 
measures,  the  mechanisms  for  reporting  implementation  of  the  measures,  and  the  basis 
by  which  to  verify  that  a  measure  has  been  implemented. 

Comment 

What  we  need  as  a  mitigation  measure  if  this  does  move  forward  is,  and  we  have  this  at  UCSF, 
their  Parnassus  campus,  we  need  a  permanent  cap  or  limit  on  space  and  population  growth  at 
this  site.  We  have  to  set  a  limit.  The  people  who  move  into  this  neighborhood,  who  live  in  this 
neighborhood,  they  need  some  kind  of  a  promise  or  guarantee  by  this  developer  that  there  is 
going  to  be  a  limit  on  population  and  space.  We  have  it  at  UCSF  Parnassus.  We  need  it  at  this 
site.  (Joel  Ventresca) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  recommending  that  a  permanent  cap  or  limit  on  space  and  population 
growth  be  imposed  at  the  Kaiser  campus.  At  the  time  of  project  approval,  the  City 
Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  would  consider  the 
appropriateness  of  the  proposed  project,  including  the  scale,  the  massing,  needs  and  other 
aspects  of  the  project,  as  well  as  whether  the  project  would  be  consistent  with  the 
Planning  Code,  and  objectives  of  the  General  Plan  or  the  relevant  Redevelopment  Plan. 
In  a  project  of  this  magnitude,  it  is  customary  for  both  the  City  Planning  Commission  and 
the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  to  impose  conditions  of  approval.  However, 
neither  commission  can  legally  impose  a  condition  on  the  project  precluding  the  project 
sponsor  from  pursuing  a  revised  or  expanded  project  at  a  later  date.  The  Institutional 
Master  Plan  (IMP),  which  Kaiser  plans  to  update  and  submit  by  the  end  of  the  year,  will 
examine  future  population  and  employment  forecasts  at  Kaiser  and  the  physical 
development  of  the  medical  institution  required  to  respond  to  that  growth. 
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The  1994  IMP  was  developed  with  public  input  and  sought  to  minimize  institutional 
intrusion  into  residential  neighborhoods  by  consolidating  its  medical  space.  The 
proposed  project  seeks  to  consolidate  Kaiser's  facilities  and  the  only  expansion  beyond 
Kaiser's  current  boundaries  is  proposed  along  the  western  frontage  of  Divisadero  Street,  a 
block  which  is  already  owned  and  predominandy  used  by  Kaiser,  and  onto  the  Eden 
property,  which  was  voted  on  by  the  City  voters  in  1992.  The  1992  ballot  measure 
regarding  the  Eden  property  defined  the  allowable  building  size  to  be  constructed  on  the 
site.  The  next  update  of  the  IMP  will  be  consistent  with  this  proposed  project  and 
establish  Kaiser's  future  space  requirements. 

Furthermore,  imposition  of  a  development  "cap"  would  not  be  appropriate  as  a 
mitigation  measure  since  the  EIR  does  not  identify  significant  impacts  that  would  warrant 
such  a  measure.  The  appropriateness  of  the  project  location  and  scale  is  a  subject  for 
decision-makers  at  the  time  of  considering  approval  action  on  the  project. 

In  light  of  the  above  points,  the  imposition  of  a  permanent  cap  or  limit  on  space  and 
population  growth  at  the  Geary  Campus  is  not  appropriate  or  necessary  as  a  mitigation 
measure. 

ALTERNATIVES 

Concentrate  Development  South  of  Geary 
Comments 

The  DEIR  does  not  consider  another  obvious  alternative  project  -  that  is,  to  develop  all  of  the 
south  side  of  Geary  before  building  north  of  Geary.  (Janice  L.  BolaiTi.  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 
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C.  Comments  and  Responses/ Alternatives 

Alternatives  are  available  that  could  avoid  the  significant  impacts  discussed  above.  The  intrusion 
of  such  a  large  medical  office  north  of  Geary  is  unwarranted  while  the  empty  lot  at  Geary  and 
Divisadero  remains  undeveloped.  (John  F.  Rothmann,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement 
Association  of  San  Francisco,  Inc.) 

I  firmly  believe  that  the  facts  show  several  alternatives.  One  of  these  might  be  rejection  of  Phase 
1 A  altogether  which  would  be  cheaper  and  far  less  intrusive  into  the  established  residential 
neighborhoods.  These  alternatives  should  be  looked  at  far  more  carefully  than  have  been  in  the 
DEIR.  (Andre  Bolaffi) 

Response 

The  above  comments  all  recommend  alternatives  which  do  not  include  development  of 
the  Phase  1  A/ 2290  Geary  Boulevard  site  in  order  to  keep  institutional  and  medical  uses 
south  of  Geary  Boulevard.  It  is  the  opinion  of  these  commenters  that  Kaiser  could 
accommodate  its  floor  area  requirements  in  its  existing  facilities  on  the^outh  side  of 
Geary  Boulevard.  The  EIR  evaluates  four  alternatives  that  assume  no  development  by 
Kaiser  north  of  Geary  Boulevard,  which  are  consideration  on  pp.  626  -  743.  These 
alternatives  are  available  for  consideration  by  the  Planning  Commission  and 
Redevelopment  Agency  Commission  at  the  time  of  their  discussion  of  related  project 
approvals.  As  indicated  in  the  EIR,  the  project  sponsor  has  rejected  these  alternatives  for 
reasons  related  to  their  project  objectives  and  internal  programmatic  constraints.  The 
following  discussion  provides  further  elaboration  on  the  sponsor's  objectives  and 
constraints  leading  to  their  conclusions  regarding  development  of  the  Phase  1 A  building, 
and  provides  further  information  on  the  sponsor's  internal  planning  leading  to  their 
pursuit  of  the  proposed  project  analyzed  in  the  EIR. 

Project  Objectives.  As  stated  on  p.  43  of  the  EIR,  Kaiser  is  pursuing  the  proposed  project 
to  accommodate  a  number  of  objectives,  including: 

consolidating  and  centralizing  its  health  service  facilities  in  a  campus  environment 
through  the  construction  of  new  and  replacement  of  existing  outpatient  service 
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buildings  in  close  proximity  to  its  Hospital  at  2425  Geary  Boulevard  to  maximize 
member  convenience  and  operational  efficiencies; 

replacing  existing  facilities  to  assure  planning  flexibility  and  accommodate  future 
growth  and  changes  in  medical  practice  and  technology;  and 

constructing  or  purchasing  new  outpatient  services  facilities  to  meet  Kaiser's 
current  and  future  space  needs,  and  to  provide  appropriate  facilities  for  outpatient 
services  to  meet  changes  in  health  care  practices. 

Existing  Space  Issues  and  Constraints.  The  following  conditions  considered 
unsatisfactory  to  Kaiser  are  the  impetus  for  the  above  objectives.  In  order  to  satisfy  its 
current  space  needs,  Kaiser  must  lease  off-campus  space.  By  consolidating  these  services 
onto  a  centralized  campus,  the  EIR  on  p.  A.  1 0  reports  that  Kaiser  expects  to  reduce 
operational  costs,  provide  more  affordable  health  care  to  its  members,  and  improve 
service  delivery  and  interactions  among  the  various  medical  departments. 

On  the  existing  campus,  pp.  A.9  and  A.  18  of  the  EIR  describe  a  situation  where  health 
care  providers  are  working  in  overcrowded  conditions,  i.e.,  providers  must  share  offices 
and  there  is  one  examination  room  per  provider.  Existing  facilities  are  occupied  by 
nearly  twice  as  many  providers  as  were  originally  intended.  The  pressure  for  additional 
outpatient  services  space  is  due  in  part  to  recent  trends  in  the  delivery  of  health  care.  The 
EIR  on  pp.  A.  16  -  A.  17  describes  these  trends  as  being  increased  use  of  day  surgery  and 
other  preventive  services  that  require  additional  procedure  and  recovery  areas;  increased 
demand  for  outpatient  treatment  space  by  advanced  medical  technology  and  specialty 
medical  practices;  and  increased  use  of  group  therapy  sessions,  support  groups,  and 
health  education. 

Because  of  the  desire  to  vacate  the  leased  spaces  and  consolidate  medical  services.  Kaiser 
could  consider  using  its  available  space  to  accommodate  these  practices.  However,  the 
existing  overcrowded  conditions  and  the  growing  space  requirements  for  outpatient 
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services  preclude  this  as  a  realistic  option.  In  1992,  Kaiser  acquired  the  former  Texaco 
site  at  the  southwest  corner  of  Geary  Boulevard  and  Divisadero  Street  and  the  1401-17 
mixed  use  building  at  the  northwest  corner  of  Divisadero  Street  and  O'Farrell  Street  in 
1993.  As  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  81,  these  sites,  collectively  referred  to  as  Phase  2A/ 1455 
Divisadero  Street,  could  accommodate  127,000  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  services  space. 

Outpatient  Services  Space  Requirements.  As  described  on  p.  A.23  of  the  EIR,  Kaiser 
has  383  outpatient  health  care  providers  in  463,000  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  services  and 
support  space,  of  which  230,600  sq.  ft.  is  on  the  Geary  Campus,  152,500  sq.  ft.  is  at  the 
French  Campus,  and  80,500  sq.  ft.  is  off-campus  leased  space.  However,  given  the  recent 
trends  in  outpatient  service  delivery,  Kaiser  has  developed  an  internal  space  planning 
criterion  of  1 ,600  sq.  ft.  for  each  health  care  provider.  The  existing  outpatient  health  care 
providers  would,  therefore,  require  612,800  sq.  ft.  (1600  sq.ft./health  care  provider  x 
383  health  care  providers).  The  proposed  project  calls  for  610,000  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient 
service  space  for  439  providers  in  year  2000. 

In  order  to  implement  its  expansion  plans,  existing  outpatient  service  departments  must 
be  relocated  while  the  Geary  Campus  undergoes  redevelopment.  As  explained  on 
p.  A.23,  each  of  the  outpatient  departments  has  its  own  space  requirements  and 
functional  relationships  to  other  departments,  so  that  relocation  of  various  departments 
involves  more  than  simply  shifting  one  department  or  building  into  another. 

Available  Outpatient  Space  South  of  Geary.  On  the  Geary  Campus,  there  are  three 
locations  that  are  proposed  for  outpatient  services  space:  the  Phase  2A/ 1455  Divisadero 
Street  site,  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  site,  and  the  new  350  St.  Joseph's 
Avenue  building.  As  noted  above,  the  Phase  2A  site  is  designed  to  accommodate  127,000 
sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  services  space.  If  this  phase  were  constructed  first  (after  demolition  of 
the  21 -unit  apartment  building  and  construction  of  replacement  housing  on  O'Farrell 
Street),  then  the  1 16,300  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  services  now  located  in  the  2200  Geary 
Boulevard  building  could  possibly  be  relocated  to  the  Phase  2A  site.  This  would  allow 
the  2200  Geary  Boulevard  building  to  be  demolished  and  construction  of  the  Phase  1C 
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building  to  occur.  Once  built,  the  Phase  1C  site  would  accommodate  350,000  sq.  ft.  of 
outpatient  space.  Thus,  the  theoretical  available  space  on  the  Gears'  Campus  for 
outpatient  services  would  be  477,000  sq.  ft.,  which  is  143,700  sq.  ft.  less  than  needed  to 
meet  Kaiser's  existing  out-patient  serv  ices  demand  by  the  end  of  year  2000,  and 
403,700  sq.  ft.  less  than  that  projected  for  by  the  end  of  Phase  2A. 

The  new  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  would  accommodate  97,000  sq.  ft.  of  administrative- 
space.  Construction  of  the  new  three-story  building  would  require  demolishing  the 
existing  structure  at  the  same  address.  However,  there  would  be  no  place  to  relocate 
existing  occupants  unless  Kaiser  wanted  to  lease  more  off-campus  space  temporarily.  If 
this  occurred,  the  available  space  on  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  for  outpatient  services 
would  be  574,000  sq.  ft.,  which  would  not  be  sufficient  to  accommodate  the  existing 
employees  housed  at  the  2200  O'Farrell  Building,  let  alone  the  number  of  employees 
projected  for  year  2000  and  year  2010. 

Summary.  In  order  to  attain  the  required  610,000  sq.  ft.  projected  to  be  required  by  the 
year  2000,  Kaiser  would  need  to  maintain  the  French  Campus  with  its  152,500  sq.  ft.  of 
outpatient  services  space,  increase  off-campus  leased  space,  or  decrease  the  level  of 
medical  care.  The  dual  campus  concept  and  maintenance  of  off-campus  leased  space 
conflict  with  the  project  objectives  of  consolidating  services  onto  one  campus  and 
improving  the  cost  efficiency  of  delivering  health  care. 

As  noted  at  the  beginning  of  this  response,  there  are  several  options  that  respond  to  the 
commenters'  suggestion  to  concentrate  Kaiser  expansion  on  the  south  side  of  Geary 
Boulevard.  Specifically,  Alternative  E  (No  2290  Geary  -  Reduced  Campus  Alternativ  e  . 
Alternative  F  (No  2290  Geary-  -  Dual  Campus  Alternative),  and  Alternative  G  No  22!  I 
Geary  -  Maximum  Development  on  the  South  Side  of  Geary  ),  and  Alternativ  e  H  No 
2290  Geary  -  Five  Stand-Alone  Buildings  in  Multiple  Locations  all  consider  proposals 
without  development  of  the  Eden  property,  north  of  Geary  Boulevard.  Moreover,  none 
of  these  alternatives  would  preclude  the  development  of  the  Eden  Property  by  another 
HMO  with  a  building  similar  in  height,  size  and  scale  as  proposed  in  the  EIR.  While  the 
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project  sponsor  has  rejected  these  alternatives  because  they  fail  to  attain  the  project 
objectives,  the  City  Planning  Commission  and  the  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
have  the  option  to  approve  the  project  as  proposed,  reject  it,  or  select  one  of  the 
alternatives. 

Use  the  Existing  Hospital 

Comments 

Presently,  the  largest  Kaiser  building  on  the  Geary  campus  is  less  than  50  percent  utilized.  The 
hospital  has  336,000  sq.  ft.  Since  its  occupancy  rate  is  40-45  percent  (data  supplied  by  Kaiser),  it 
seems  most  logical,  and  least  intrusive  on  the  community,  for  Kaiser  to  convert  some  of  this 
unused  hospital  space  for  the  much-needed  outpatient  space.  Even  half  of  the  unused  hospital 
space  could  provide  almost  100,000  sq.  ft.  thus  reducing  Kaiser's  space  needs  even  further.  Since 
the  DEIR  does  not  suggest  this  alternative,  I  suggest  rejecting  the  DEIR  as  inadequately 
prepared.  (Andre  Bolaffi) 

Presently,  Kaiser  hospital  (336,400  sq.  ft.  total)  is  using  approximately  45  percent  of  its  bed  space 
(information  from  Indrajit  Obeysekere  of  Kaiser  at  the  November,  1996  Community  Task  Force 
Meeting).  Use  of  some  of  this  unused  space  for  outpatient/clinical  use  should  have  been 
considered  as  an  alternative  to  the  proposed  project.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

[W]hy  aren't  they  first  looking  at  existing  medical  facilities  before  they  start  building  new  medical 
space?  Obviously,  new  medical  space  is  much  more  costly,  and  that  is  going  to  drive  up  the  cost 
of  health  care.  So,  when  we  have  mergers  and  consolidations,  let's  look  at  existing  infrastructure 
and  how  can  that  be  remodeled  and  reused  instead  of  building  new  buildings.  (Joel  Ventresca) 

Response 

The  above  comments  indicate  that  there  is  available,  unused  space  at  Kaiser's  existing 
facilities,  such  as  the  Hospital.  This  belief  is  based  in  part  on  statements  attributed  to 
Kaiser  staff  at  a  November  Community  Task  Force  Meeting.  Minutes  from  the 
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November  1996  meeting  show  that  the  discussion  of  utilization  of  existing  beds  was 
general  and  no  specific  percentages  of  inpatient  bed  occupancy  rates  were  mentioned. 

It  is,  however,  possible  to  understand  how  occupancy  rates  of  50  percent  or  less  could 
have  been  raised.  When  the  Hospital  was  first  licensed  in  1954,  the  Hospital  had  323 
licensed  beds.  Kaiser  is  in  the  process  of  renovating  the  Hospital  which  will  result  in  all 
rooms  being  private  or  semi-private.  Upon  completion,  there  would  be  163  beds 
available,  about  half  of  the  licensed  bed  capacity.  When  the  current  number  of  beds  is 
used  in  computing  occupancy  rates,  Kaiser's  "utilization"  rate  averages  90  to  95  percent. 

Kaiser's  other  existing  facilities  at  the  Geary  Campus  include  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue 
and  2200  O'Farrell  Street  which  are  currently  used  for  outpatient  services.  The  EIR 
states  on  p.  A.  18  that  the  2200  O'Farrell  Street  outpatient  services  building  was  designed 
for  84  physicians,  but  now  houses  208  health  care  providers  (of  which  1 23  are  physicians 

The  planning  process  described  by  one  of  the  commenters  has  been  ongoing  since  1990 
and  has  involved  an  examination  of  existing  floor  area  versus  existing  and  projected  space 
needs.  As  described  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  53  -  55  and  on  pp.  A. 2 1  -  A.22,  Kaiser  began  its 
update  to  the  1983  Institutional  Master  Plan  (IMP)  in  1990.  In  collaboration  with  a 
Community  Task  Force,  Kaiser  discussed  and  refined  its  space  requirements.  With 
completion  of  the  1994  IMP,  the  projected  demand  for  outpatient  services  space 
exceeded  available  space  on  the  existing  Gear)'  Campus.  The  1994  IMP  documented  a 
then-existing  deficit  of  21 7,250  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  services  space. 

CEQA  requires  that  an  EIR  include  a  range  of  reasonable  alternatives  to  the  proposed 
project  that  could  feasibly  obtain  most  of  the  basic  objectives  of  the  project  and  that  could 
feasibly  be  accomplished.  The  preceding  information  explains  why  use  of  the  existing 
Hospital  facilities  would  be  considered  infeasible. 
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Use  of  French  Campus 
Comments 

Even  the  French  campus  might  be  a  better  alternative  for  the  Kaiser,  because  that  one  is  about 
half  empty  as  well  as  the  Kaiser.  (Stan  Smith,  San  Francisco  Building  Trades  Council) 

Another  mitigation  measure  that  needs  to  be  broadened  is  the  French  Hospital  analysis.  The 
future  of  that  facility  needs  to  be  looked  at  more  carefully,  because  this  EIR  says  that  if  this 
expansion  goes  through,  Kaiser  is  going  to  unload  French.  Then  what  is  going  to  happen  to  it? 
(Joel  Ventresca) 

Response 

Kaiser  acquired  the  French  Campus  in  1991  with  the  intent  of  possibly  using  it  to 
accommodate  outpatient  services  space  needs.  The  French  Campus  is  about  1-1/4  miles 
west  of  the  Geary  Campus.  The  campus  consists  of  a  medical  office  building  at  4141 
Geary  Boulevard,  three  buildings  of  historic  significance  and  on  the  National  Register  of 
Historic  Places,  an  acute  care  hospital,  an  engineering  building,  and  the  Pasteur  Building. 
The  existing  facilities  encompass  approximately  249,698  sq.  ft.  of  inpatient  and  outpatient 
space. 

Development  of  the  French  Campus  for  outpatient  services  is  discussed  in  the  EIR  as 
Alternative  F,  No  2290  Geary  -  Dual  Campus  Alternative.  Described  and  analyzed  on 
pp.  647  -  692  of  the  EIR,  this  alternative  would  retain  the  recently  renovated  4141  Geary 
Boulevard  building  and  the  National  Register  buildings,  and  replace  the  other  buildings 
with  a  new  250,000-sq.-ft.  building.  This  proposal  would  result  in  delivery  of  health  care 
services  by  Kaiser  from  two  separate  campuses,  as  envisioned  in  Kaiser's  1 994 
Institutional  Master  Plan.  The  reasons  cited  by  the  project  sponsor  for  rejecting  this 
alternative  are  enumerated  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  691  -  692.  Key  reasons  are  summarized 
here: 
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1)  The  Dual  Campus  Alternative  would  not  preclude  development  of  the  Eden 
property  by  another  health  maintenance  organization.  Thus,  all  the  potential 
impacts  associated  with  the  proposed  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulev  ard  building 
could  still  occur  but  at  a  later  date. 

2)  Kaiser  believes  that  expansion  of  the  French  Campus  would  be  more  intrusive  to 
the  surrounding  residential  neighborhood  than  the  new  Phase  1  A/2290  Geary 
Boulevard  building. 

3)  Under  this  alternative,  Kaiser  would  not  meet  its  objective  of  consolidating  its 
facilities  onto  one  campus,  which  would  enable  Kaiser  to  more  efficiently  deliver 
health  care  services  and  reduce  costs. 

Detailed  analysis  of  the  French  Campus  was  not  included  as  part  of  the  assessment  of  the 
proposed  project,  because  its  development  impacts  on  the  surrounding  neighborhood 
would  need  to  be  separately  evaluated  at  some  later  date.  There  is  no  intention  to 
develop  the  French  Campus  at  this  time.  If  the  proposed  project  were  adopted,  then 
Kaiser  may  vacate  the  French  Campus  although  the  ultimate  disposition  of  the  French 
Campus  may  depend  on  Kaiser's  strategy  for  providing  health  care  to  its  elderly 
membership  population.  With  this  segment  of  Kaiser's  membership  growing.  Kaiser  may 
consider  new  approaches  to  serving  its  elderly  members.  Once  it  can  be  determined  with 
greater  certainty  whether  the  French  Campus  would  be  totally  or  partially  vacated. 
Kaiser  can  assess  the  future  use  of  the  French  Campus  and  decide  whether  to  develop  it, 
keep  it  for  potential  development  of  other  specialized  outpatient  uses,  or  sell  it.  Future 
potential  uses  or  development  at  the  French  Campus  site,  if  it  were  sold,  are  unknown  at 
this  time,  and  would  require  a  subsequent  environmental  analysis  beyond  the  scope  of 
this  EIR. 
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Develop  Elsewhere  in  the  City 
Comment 

[Alternative  sites  for  medical  offices  are  available  in  the  south  sector  of  the  City,  which  is 
underserved  by  medical  facilities.  In  contrast,  the  northern  sector  of  the  City  is  overburdened  by 
medical  facilities.  (John  F.  Rothmann,  Laurel  Heights  Improvement  Association  of  San 
Francisco,  Inc.) 

Response 

Alternative  sites  to  Kaiser's  Geary  Campus  were  considered  in  the  EIR,  several  of  which 
are  in  the  southern  sector  of  the  City.  Under  the  alternatives  rejected  as  infeasible,  the 
EIR  considers  seven  sites,  including  one  in  the  southern  sector  of  the  City  at  Mission  Bay. 
The  EIR  also  analyzes  an  Alternative  H,  No  2290  Geary  -  Five  Stand- Alone  Buildings  in 
Multiple  Locations,  which  considers  two  locations  in  the  southern  sector  of  the  City  in  the 
Mission  District  and  in  Bayiew  Hunter's  Point/South  Bayshore/Ingleside/Litde 
Hollywood. 

As  stated  in  the  EIR  on  p.  505,  the  Mission  Bay  location  was  rejected  because  of  the 
existence  of  contaminated  soils  and  the  associated  clean-up  costs.  Additionally,  the  site, 
generally  bound  by  Mariposa  Street,  Interstate  280,  China  Basin  Channel,  and  the  San 
Francisco  Bay,  is  relatively  remote,  not  well  served  by  public  transit,  and  in  need  of 
infrastructure  improvements. 

Alternative  H  is  discussed  in  the  EIR  on  pp.  7 16  -  743.  Instead  of  building  the  Phase 
1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building,  this  alternative  proposes  developing  250,000  sq.  ft. 
of  medical  office  space,  evenly  divided  among  five  different  neighborhoods.  The  five 
neighborhoods  include  the  Sunset  District,  Chinatown/North  Beach,  the  Downtown 
District,  the  Mission  District,  and  Bayview/Hunter's  Point/South  Bayshore/ 
Ingleside/ Little  Hollywood.  The  reasons  the  project  sponsor  rejected  this  alternative  are 
enumerated  on  p.  743  and  include  the  cost  and  time  required  to  assemble  parcels  to 
accommodate  a  50,000-sq.-ft.  building  site,  the  difficulty  of  devising  a  coordinated 
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strategy  for  the  construction  of  all  the  proposed  satellite  health  care  facilities  within  a 
reasonable  time  frame,  and  the  failure  to  meet  Kaiser's  objective  for  consolidated 
facilities. 

Comments  on  Specific  Project  Alternatives 
Comment 

A  reason  given  for  rejecting  this  alternative  [the  No  Shadow  Alternative]  is  that  the  residents  to 
the  south  and  west  would  lose  their  views  if  a  high  building  were  built  near  them.  It  is  equally 
true,  however,  that  the  residents  living  immediately  east  on  the  block  bounded  by  O'Farrell, 
Geary,  Divisadero  and  Scott  Sts.  would  be  in  considerable  shadow  and  wind  caused  by  Phase  1 A 
and  1C.  Broderick  St.  and  Post  St.  residents  would  also  be  severely  impacted.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi. 
Western  Addition  Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

Based  on  the  context  of  the  comments,  it  appears  that  the  commenter  is  referring  to  the 
No  Shadow  Alternative,  rather  than  the  No  Project  Alternative.  The  following  response 
assumes  this  interpretation  of  the  commenter's  intent.  The  No  Shadow  Alternative 
would  reduce  the  heights  of  the  buildings  of  Phase  1  A/ 2290  Geary  Boulev  ard  and  Phase 
1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  by  one  story.  In  order  to  offset  the  reduction  in  av  ailable 
space,  it  is  proposed  as  part  of  this  alternative  that  Phase  2B/New  350  St.  Joseph's 
Avenue  be  increased  in  height  (four  more  stories  than  under  the  proposed  project).  This 
revision  in  the  project's  massing  would  obstruct  existing  views  for  Anza  Vista  residents 
and  directly  conflict  with  wishes  expressed  by  the  residents  at  a  Community  Task  Force 
meeting  to  keep  the  height  of  this  building  to  a  minimum  (see  p.  601  of  the  EIR  . 
Consequendy,  the  project  sponsor  has  identified  this  effect  as  a  reason  for  rejecting  this 
alternative. 

The  shadows  cast  by  Phases  1A  and  1C  under  the  proposed  project  w  ould  not  be 
substantially  less  under  the  No  Shadow  Alternative  because  of  the  reduction  in  the 
heights  of  these  buildings.  Nevertheless,  review  of  the  shadow  diagrams  for  the  proposed 
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project  does  not  show  any  shade  effects  for  the  residents  on  the  block  bounded  by 
O'Farrell,  Geary,  Divisadero,  and  Scott  Streets  (see  Figures  IV.E.3  through  IV.E1 1). 
The  No  Shadow  Alternative  is  designed  to  eliminate  any  new  shadow  on  the  Hamilton 
Recreation  Center,  and  not  to  eliminate  all  new  shadow  on  nearby  existing  buildings, 
streets,  and  sidewalks.  Thus,  the  No  Shadow  Alternative  would  not  affect  the  residents 
living  immediately  to  the  east.  Residents  on  Broderick  and  Post  Streets  would  be  affected 
by  net  new  shadows  under  both  the  proposed  project  and  the  No  Shadow  Alternative. 

Pages  335  -  338  of  the  EIR  describe  wind  effects  of  the  proposed  project  and  conclude 
these  would  be  no  significant  wind  impact.  Responses  to  the  comments  on  wind, 
beginning  on  p.  C&R.53,  provide  further  explanation.  A  discussion  of  the  wind  effects  of 
the  No  Shadow  Alternative  is  presented  on  p.  584  of  the  EIR. 

Comment 

The  last  paragraph  on  this  page  [p.  601]  is  not  comprehensible.  There  is  no  "additional  shadow 
on  Hamilton  Recreation  Center"  under  the  No  Shadow  Alternative.  If  there  is,  the  No  Shadow 
Alternative  should  be  changed  to  the  point  where  it  truly  is  a  No  Shadow  Alternative  (i.e.  no 
shadow  on  Hamilton).  Also,  any  inconvenience  to  Kaiser  members  is  time-limited,  extending 
only  between  the  end  of  Phase  1  and  the  end  of  Phase  2.  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Western  Addition 
Neighborhood  Association,  January  16,  1997) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  correct;  there  is  an  error  in  the  project  sponsor's  reasons  for  rejecting 
the  No  Shadow  Alternative.  Because  of  the  definition  of  this  alternative  and  the  resultant 
building  program,  massing,  and  height,  there  should  be  no  additional  shadow  on 
Hamilton  Recreation  Center  under  the  No  Shadow  Alternative,  although  the  contrary  is 
indicated  on  p.  601  of  the  Draft  EIR.  To  correct  this  inaccurate  statement,  the  last 
paragraph  on  p.  601  of  the  Draft  EIR  is  revised  as  follows: 

On  balance,  Kaiser  believes  that  the  obstruction  of  views  from  neighboring 
residences  in  the  Anza  Vista  area,  additional  3hadow  on  the  Hamilton  Recreation 
Center,  and  inconvenience  to  Kaiser  members  will  have  a  greater  impact  on  the 
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neighborhood  and  community  generally  than  the  shadow  impact  on  the  library 
and  parking  lot  at  Hamilton  Recreation  Center. 

One  of  the  reasons  cited  by  the  project  sponsor  for  rejecting  the  No  Shadow  Alternative  is 
that  it  would  impose  greater  inconvenience  to  Kaiser  members  and  the  community  than 
the  proposed  project.  This  opinion  by  Kaiser  is  based  on  the  fact  that  the  construction 
period  and  construction-related  impacts  would  extend  over  a  longer  time  frame  in  order 
to  erect  four  more  stories  at  the  new  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  building.  Although  the 
commenter  points  out  that  this  impact  would  be  time  limited,  it  nevertheless  constitutes 
an  extension  of  the  construction  period  and,  thus,  the  associated  impacts.  It  is  Kaiser's 
belief  that  this  extension  represents  further  delay  in  providing  the  desired  level  of  health 
care  services  to  its  members  (see  p.  601  of  the  EIR). 

Comment 

...Page  61 1,  on  the  reduced  2290  Geary  alternative,  Kaiser  city-wide  employment,  "This 
alternative  would  have  capacity  for  14  percent  fewer  employees  at  the  end  of  Phase  1  than  the 
project."  In  other  words,  1,728  employees  instead  of  2,005.  However,  again,  in  different 
sections  of  the  Draft  EIR,  we  have  1,922  employees  as  of  1995.  So,  how  it  was  reduced  to  1 ,728. 
I  don't  know.  (Esther  Marks,  City  Planning  Commission) 

Response 

The  commenter  is  questioning  how  Alternative  D,  the  Reduced  2290  Geary  Alternative, 
could  result  in  a  Kaiser  employment  figure  of  1 ,728  employees  in  the  year  2000  when 
existing  employment  in  1995  was  1,922  employees.  The  alternatives  discussion  in  the 
EIR  on  employment  relates  to  the  capacity  of  the  proposed  buildings,  in  terms  of  how 
much  floor  area  they  would  accommodate  and  then  the  employment  was  derived  from 
the  floor  area.  Alternative  D,  as  described  on  p.  602  of  the  EIR,  w  ould  reduce  the  size  of 
the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  to  the  floor  area  allowed  by  the  underK ing 
NC-3  zoning.  As  a  result,  the  Phase  1A/2290  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  be 
reduced  from  260,000  sq.  ft.  under  the  proposed  project  to  123,700  sq.  ft.  under 
Alternative  D.  The  EIR  shows  in  Table  MI. 2  (pp.  513-514)  that  this  reduction  in  floor 
area  represents  a  decrease  in  employment  of  277  jobs,  which  is  the  difference  between  the 
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proposed  project  at  2,005  citywide  Kaiser  employees  at  the  end  of  Phase  1  and 
Alternative  D  at  1,728  citywide  Kaiser  employees.  The  fact  that  the  number  of 
employees  at  the  end  of  Phase  1  under  Alternative  D  is  less  than  Kaiser's  citywide 
employment  in  1 995  means  that  Kaiser  would  need  to  use  its  space  more  intensively  or 
maintain  operations  at  2350  Geary  Boulevard,  in  leased  space,  and/or  at  the  French 
Campus.  This  situation  is  explained  in  the  EIR  on  p.  602  at  the  end  of  paragraph  1 . 

Comment 

There  must  be  a  way  for  the  good  hospital  to  lower  their  height  specifications  and  still  maintain 
the  wonderful  health  services  for  which  they  are  known.  (Gene  Mayo,  Lower  Pacific  Heights 
Neighborhood  Association) 

Response 

The  EIR  considers  a  number  of  alternative  configurations  which  reduce  the  height  of  the 
proposed  structures.  As  noted  in  the  EIR  in  Chapter  VII,  Alternatives  to  the  Proposed 
Project,  the  project  sponsor  indicates  that  reductions  in  the  scale  and  size  of  the  proposed 
facilities  also  generally  involve  some  diminution  of  medical  services  and 
intensification/ utilization  of  existing  space.  Nonetheless,  the  project  sponsor  is  still 
considering  Alternative  B,  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative.  This  scheme  would  reduce 
the  floor  area  on  the  Geary  Campus  by  23  percent  and  enable  the  project  sponsor  to 
provide  a  level  of  health  care  that  they  have  identified  in  the  project  objectives. 


NON-CEQA-RELATED  ISSUES 


The  CEQA  Guidelines  Section  1 5088(a)  stipulates  that  the  lead  agency  evaluate  the  comments 
received  on  a  Draft  EIR  and  prepare  written  responses  for  all  comments  concerning 
environmental  issues.  The  preceding  summary  of  comments  and  responses  fulfills  this 
requirement  of  CEQA.  The  purpose  of  this  section  is  to  acknowledge  the  other  comments 
received  that  addressed  matters  unrelated  to  CEQA.  Complete  transcripts  of  all  comments  are 


95.102E 

Kaiser  Gear)  Campus 


C&R.113 


EIP  95025 
March  31,  1997 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
C.  Comments  and  Responses/Non-CEQA-Related  Issues 

available  in  the  case  file  (95.102E)  at  the  Department  of  City  Planning  for  public  and  dec  ision- 
maker review. 

Many  individuals  and  organizations  submitted  written  or  oral  comments  expressing  support  or 
opposition  to  the  proposed  project.  Because  these  comments  address  the  merits  of  the  project  or 
project  alternatives,  rather  than  their  environmental  consequences  or  the  adequacy  of  their 
evaluation  in  the  EIR,  they  have  not  been  identified  in  this  Summary'  of  Comments  and 
Responses.  The  following  commenters  indicated  support  for  the  proposed  project:  Dr.  Phillip 
Madvig,  Pat  Mandel,  Robert  Speer,  Richard  Oue,  Georgia  Parsons,  Doug  Comstock.  Rose  Tsai. 
Reverend  Arnold  Townsend,  Ms.  Jackson,  and  Barbara  Meskunas.  One  commenter,  Gene 
Mayo,  requested  rejection  of  the  proposed  project,  and  one  commenter,  Margaret  Verges, 
expressed  support  for  Alternate  B.  This  listing  of  individuals  is  not  intended  to  be  a  tally  for  or 
against  the  project;  it  is  intended  only  to  acknowledge  all  commenters  who  submitted  written 
comments  or  testified  at  the  Planning  Commission  and  Redevelopment  Agency  Commission 
public  hearing. 

Several  comments  were  received  on  social  and  economic  issues.  It  is  not  the  function  of  an  EIR 
to  resolve  these  issues  as  CEQA  Guidelines,  Section  15 131(a)  notes  that  social  and  economic 
effects  of  a  project  are  not  to  be  treated  as  significant  effects  on  the  environment.  Significant 
effects  are  those  that  directly  or  indirectly  result  in  a  physical  change.  Specific  social,  economic 
and  other  issues  raised  by  commenters  include  the  importance  of  providing  employment 
opportunities  for  neighborhood  and  San  Francisco  residents  (Reverend  Arnold  Townsend  and 
Reverend  Timothy  Dupre),  the  value  of  providing  quality  health  care  (Dr.  Phillip  Madvig,  Pat 
Mandel,  Richard  Oue,  Doug  Comstock,  Stan  Smith,  and  D.  Minor),  the  adequacy  of  Kaiser's 
community  outreach  efforts  (Janice  L.  Bolaffi,  Robert  Speer,  Reverend  Arnold  Townsend. 
Reverend  Timothy  Dupre,  Ms.  Jackson,  and  Barbara  Meskunas),  and  potential  loss  of  property 
income  and  assessed  valuation  (Thomas  Finnigan). 
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D. 


STAFF-INITIATED  TEXT  CHANGES 


VOLUME  I 


Page 


4,  paragraph 


2,  line  2  is  revised  to  describe  disposition  of  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue: 


By  year  2000,  Phase  1  would  construct  610,000  sq.  ft.  of  Kaiser  outpatient  serv  ices  and 
administrative  space  and  22,700  sq.  ft.  of  residential  space,  vacate  75,000  sq.  ft.  of  leased 
space,  vacate  the  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  building,  and  demolish  about  187,000  sq.  ft. 
(exclusive  of  parking)  at  the  Geary  Campus  would  be  demolished. 


Page 


4,  paragraph  2,  line  2  is  revised  to  correct  the  number  of  parking  spaces: 


The  number  of  off-street  parking  spaces  would  increase  from  1 , 1 54  to  1 ,25 1  1 ,253  spaces. 


Resolution  Number  9716-21 1,  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  on 
January  16,  1997,  unanimously  approved  the  finding  of  no  significant  shadow  impact  on 
the  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  by  the  proposed  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  project.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  has  determined  the  minor  amount  of  shadow  to  be 
insignificant  within  the  intent  of  Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

Page  12,  paragraph  3,  line  3  is  revised  to  correct  the  year: 

As  the  result  of  implementing  Phase  1  of  the  proposed  project.  City-wide  Kaiser 
employment  would  increase  4.3  percent,  or  83  employees,  from  about  1 ,920  employee-  m 
1995  to  about  2,000  employees  in  year  2000  20+9.  The  1,920  employees  in  1995  and 
2,000  employees  in  year  2000  2010  include  about  600  employees  in  the  Hospital. 
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1 1 ,  last  sentence  is  replaced  by  the  following  text  regarding  shadows: 
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Page  13,  paragraph  1,  line  9  is  revised  to  modify  the  number  of  employees  in  ofT-campus  leases: 

The  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  Building  would  be  vacated  of  its  116  employees,  as  would 
the  French  Campus  of  its  260  employees,  and  existing  off-campus  leases  of  their  183  4§6 
employees  (excluding  425  Market  Street  and  610  Van  Ness  Avenue). 

Page  14,  paragraph  1,  line  2  is  revised  to  clarify  employees: 

The  outpatient  employment  capacity  of  the  Geary  Campus  would  increase  by  22  percent,... 

Page  14,  paragraph  1 ,  line  6  is  revised  to  clarify  that  added  space  is  not  all  dedicated  to  office  space: 

Phase  2B/New  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  would  add  about  65,660  sq.  ft.  of  administrative 
office  space. 

Page  25,  paragraph  1,  lines  1-2  are  revised  to  clarify  net  increase  in  space: 

In  Phase  1  of  the  proposed  project,  Kaiser-owned  outpatient  service  space  physically 
located  on  the  Geary  Campus  would  experience  a  net  increase  of  about  445,000  474,000 
sq.  ft. 

Page  25,  paragraph  2,  line  5  is  revised  to  clarify  demolition  during  Phase  1C: 

The  proposed  project  would  involve  demolition  of  the  2200  O'Farrell  Street  building  not 
demolish  any  structures  in  Phase  1C. 

Page  28,  paragraph  3  under  the  heading  "Noise,"  is  deleted  and  inserted  as  the  last  paragraph  on 
the  page,  under  the  heading  "Soils,  Geology  and  Seismicity." 

Page  38,  paragraph  2,  line  3  is  revised  to  correct  the  percentage  difference  between  the  proposed 
project  and  Alternative  E: 
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All  development  at  the  Geary  Campus  would  be  limited  to  the  south  side  of  Geary 
Boulevard,  reducing  Phase  1  of  the  project  by  43  30  percent. 

Page  38,  paragraph  3,  insert  new  text  at  the  end  of  the  paragraph  to  explain  Phase  1 B: 

Phase  IB  under  this  alternative  would  be  developed  as  for  the  proposed  project. 

Page  50,  Table  II.B.l,  Phase  1C  Gross  Floor  Area  (sf)  is  revised  from  "1 16,300"  to  "1 16,600"  and 
the  Total  Demolished  for  Phase  1  Gross  Floor  Area  (sf)  is  revised  from  "187,300"  to  "187,600." 

Page  59,  Table  II.D.l,  fifth  column  from  the  left,  Medical  Offices  (staff),  is  deleted  from  the  table 
because  the  purpose  of  the  table  is  to  present  information  on  new  floor  area,  not  staff,  and 
because  it  creates  confusion  with  other  figures  on  employment. 

Page  61,  paragraph  2,  line  8  is  revised  to  clarify  number  of  Kaiser  off-street  parking  spaces  after 
Phase  1: 

The  number  of  ofF-street  parking  spaces  on  the  Geary  Campus  related  to  thr  Phase  1 
building  locations  would  increase  from  about  430  to  about  1 ,250. 

Page  81,  paragraph  2,  lines  6  and  7  are  revised  to  clarify  number  of  Kaiser  off-street  parking 
spaces  after  Phase  2: 

If  Phase  2  were  implemented,  the  Geary  Campus  would  have  a  total  of  834,000  sq.  ft.  of 
new  construction  for  outpatient  services  space,  and  off-street  parking  for  2,340  2,300,  a 
net  increase  of  about  637,700  sq.  ft.  of  Kaiser  outpatient  space,  and  865  1 ,200  parking 
spaces  from  1995  (see  Tables  II.B.l.  p.  50  and  II.D.l,  p.  62)... 

Page  81,  paragraph  2,  last  line  is  revised  to  clarify  number  of  Kaiser  employees  in  1995: 
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After  completion  of  Phase  2,  Kaiser  employment  at  the  Geary  Campus  would  be  about 
2,300,  compared  to  1.922  ^000  in  year  1995. 

Page  81,  paragraph  3,  line  2  is  revised  to  clarify  number  of  Kaiser  employees  in  1995: 

Phase  2A  would  be  an  80-ft.-tall,  six-story  building  with  approximately  127,000  sq.  ft.  of 
outpatient  services  space  for  about  4-00  70  health  care  providers  and  approximately 
99,200  sq.  ft.  of  underground  parking  for  200  cars  on  four  levels  at  1455  Divisadero 
Street  (see  Figures  II.D.18  -  II.D.23,  pp.  82  -  87). 

Page  139,  paragraph  1,  line  2  is  revised  to  more  correctly  refer  to  this  period  of  the  San 
Francisco  economic  and  cultural  development: 

Early  development  in  the  vicinity  of  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  dates  from  the  1860s  and 
1870s,  in  the  Empire  Period.  post-Gold  Ru3h  period. 

Page  139,  paragraph  2  is  replaced  to  correct  the  number  of  buildings  surveyed  citywide  and 
those  rated  in  the  project  area  of  study: 

Between  1974  and  1976,  the  San  Francisco  Department  of  City  Planning  conducted  a 
citywide  inventory  of  the  City's  approximately  1 70,000  structures  to  determine  their 
architectural  importance.  Both  contemporary  and  older  buildings  were  surveyed  but 
historical  associations  were  not  included.  An  advisory  review  committee  of  architects  and 
architectural  historians  determined  that  20,000  of  these  buildings  were  eligible  for 
inclusion  based  upon  various  factors  including  architectural  design,  urban  design  context, 
and  overall  environmental  significance.  These  buildings  represent  approximately  1 1 
percent  of  the  City's  entire  building  stock.  These  buildings  are  rated  from  a  low  of  "0"  to 
a  high  of  "5."  A  rating  of  "0"  is  classified  as  "contributing"  in  the  context  of  a  group  of 
structures  but  is  not  considered  individually  important.  In  the  project  area  of  study,  the 
building  at  41-47  Garden  Street  received  an  overall  rating  of  "0,"  meaning  that  its 
importance  is  contextual,  and  2425  Geary  Boulevard  (the  first  of  the  Kaiser  Hospital 
buildings)  received  a  rating  of  "1." 
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Page  140,  paragraph  1,  line  3  is  revised  to  clarify  the  relationship  between  criteria  used  by  the 
National  Register  and  those  used  by  the  Landmarks  Board: 

The  Landmarks  Board  has  adopted  a  similar  correaponding  set  of  criteria. 

Page  147,  paragraph  1,  lines  5-6,  are  replaced  to  acknowledge  the  rating  of  2425  Geary  Boulevard: 

The  original  Kaiser  Hospital  building,  within  the  blocks  of  the  Gean  Campus,  at  2425 
Geary  Boulevard  is  rated  "1"  in  the  1976  inventory.6 

Page  147,  paragraph  3,  line  1,  is  revised  to  clarify  the  building's  architectural  style: 

The  building  at  2256  Geary  Boulevard  is  a  simplified  Victorian  Gothic  rowhou*-  that 
appears  to  date  to  about  1865. 

Page  149,  paragraph  3,  line  1,  is  revised  to  correct  reference  to  the  building's  architectural  style: 

The  2270-2274  Geary  Boulevard  building  appears  to  be  a  remodeled  Stick  gSt)  le  or 
Italianate  Victorian,  dating  from  the  late  1 800s. 

Page  149,  paragraph  5,  line  1,  is  revised  to  correct  the  address: 

The  2240A  Geary  Boulevard  building  appears  to  be  a  remodeled  Flat-Front  Italianate.  ... 

Page  150,  paragraph  2,  lines  2-3,  are  revised  to  acknowledge  rating  of  Kaiser  building: 

None  is  rated  in  any  surveys  of  architectural  or  historic  buildings,  including  the  19" 
DCP  survey,  except  for  2425  Geary  Boulevard,  the  original  Kaiser  building,  whirh  is 
rated  "1"  in  the  1976  survey. 
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Page  151,  NOTES  2,  3,  7,  8,  and  1 1,  are  revised  to  correct  the  date  of  the  architectural  resources 
background  report  by  changing  "September"  to  "December." 

Page  158,  paragraph  2,  line  8,  is  modified  by  the  addition  of  the  following  text  regarding 
shadows,  before  the  last  sentence: 

Resolution  Number  97 16-2 1 1 ,  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  on 
January  16,  1997,  unanimously  approved  the  finding  of  no  significant  shadow  impact  on 
the  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  by  the  proposed  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  project.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  has  determined  the  minor  amount  of  shadow  to  be 
insignificant  within  the  intent  of  Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

Page  165,  paragraph  2,  line  1  is  revised  to  correct  non-Kaiser  employment  on  the  Geary 
Campus: 

There  is  a  total  of 65  63  jobs  at  a  variety  of  establishments  unrelated  to  Kaiser  located  on 
the  Geary  Campus. 

Page  267,  paragraph  1,  replace  sentence  3  with  the  following  sentence  to  clarify  building  space 
demolished  during  Phase  1A: 

Of  the  buildings  to  be  demolished,  Kaiser  outpatient  services  occupy  14,500  gross  sq.  ft. 
in  two  buildings,  while  non-Kaiser  uses  occupy  8,900  sq.  ft.  of  commercial/retail  space, 
18,900  sq.  ft  of  office  space,  and  eight  residential  units. 

Page  269,  paragraph  1,  line  3  is  revised  to  correct  the  amount  of  commercial /retail /office  space 
to  be  demolished  during  Phase  1 : 

The  land  use  changes  in  Phase  1  would  result  in  demolition  of  eight  occupied  residential 
units  that  would  not  be  replaced,  about  136,500  sq.  ft.  of  medical  space  used  by  Kaiser 
and  about  33,800  52,000  sq.  ft.  of  other  commercial/ retail/ office  space. 
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Page  269,  paragraph  2,  line  3  is  revised  to  add  other  leased  space  to  be  vacated  upon  completion 
of  Phase  1: 

Upon  completion  of  Phase  1,  the  following  space  currently  used  by  Kaiser  would  be 
vacated  and  the  uses  relocated  to  the  new  Phase  1  buildings:  approximately  31 .400  sq.  ft 
at  350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue,  approximately  32,500  sq.  ft.  at  1635  Divisadero  Street, 
approximately  29,300  sq.  ft.  at  2350  Geary-  Boulevard,... 

Page  271,  paragraph  1,  lines  4  and  5  are  revised  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  proposed  project 

The  project  would  create  a  three-block  medical  facility-  with  an  acute  care  hospital, 
approximately  834,000  850,000  sq.  ft.  of  outpatient  and  administrative  services  and 
parking  for  about  2,340  2,400  cars. 

Page  272,  paragraph  2,  line  5  is  revised  to  clarify  Phase  1A/2290  Geary-  Boulevard  floor  area: 

The  portion  of  the  building's  floor  area  that  is  subject  to  the  City's  floor  area  limitations 
The  floor  area  3ubjcct  to  the  FAR  is  approximately  204.000  206,000  sq.  ft. 

Page  272,  paragraph  3,  line  1  is  revised  to  clarify  permitted  floor  area: 

The  6  to  1  FAR  applicable  to  the  development  site  would  allow  construction  of  about 
206.000  200.000  sq.  ft.,  which  is  about  2.000  sq.  ft.  more  than  the  proposed  204.000-  j , 
ft.  attributable  to  the  FAR  limitations. 

Page  282,  paragraph  2,  line  3  is  revised  to  clarify  building  area  of  Phase  1 B: 

Phase  IB/2139  O'Farrell  would  be  the  demolition  of  the  existing  three-storv.  5.420-sq.-ft. 
office  building,...,  and  the  construction  of  a  four-story,  22,700  1 7.-100-sq.-ft.  apartment 
building. 
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Page  282,  paragraph  5,  line  1  is  revised  to  correct  floor  area  of  2200  O'Farrell  Street: 

Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  would  be  the  demolition  of  the  eight-story,  1 16.600 
160.000-sq.-ft.  building  at  2200  O'Farrell  Street... 

Page  284,  paragraph  2,  line  3  is  revised  to  correct  the  increase  in  developed  floor  area  for  Phase  1C: 

Excluding  parking,  tThe  amount  of  development  on  the  site  would  increase  about  200  39 
percent. 

Page  284,  paragraph  3,  line  1  is  revised  to  clarify  the  comparison  of  buildings: 

Although  the  overall  height  of  the  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  be 
similar  to  the  existing  eight-story  2200  O'Farrell  Street  building  structures,  this  building... 

Page  331,  paragraph  1,  line  7,  is  modified  by  the  addition  of  the  following  text  regarding 
shadows,  before  the  sentence  beginning,  "As  shown  by  computer  model...:" 

Resolution  Number  97 1 6-2 1 1 ,  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  on 
January  16,  1997,  unanimously  approved  the  finding  of  no  significant  shadow  impact  on 
the  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  by  the  proposed  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  project.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  has  determined  the  minor  amount  of  shadow  to  be 
insignificant  within  the  intent  of  Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

Page  332,  paragraph  3,  line  10  is  revised  to  modify  the  duration  of  shading: 

The  duration  of  these  new  shadows  would  be  about  44  \9  minutes  or  less,  in  some  cases 
as  little  as  two  minutes;  no  new  shadows  would  occur  1 5  minutes  before  the  cited  times. 
New  shadows  after  these  times  would  be  later  than  one  hour  before  sunset  and  would  not 
be  subject  to  Section  295. 
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Page  340,  Table  IV.F.l,  the  year  2010  employment  figures  and  the  employment  change  between 
year  2000  and  year  2010  are  revised  to  make  employment  figures  consistent: 


2010  Change:  2000-2010 
Geary  Campus                           2.263  2r264  296  29? 

Outpatient  Services2  1,658  4^6§0  296  2W 

Total  Citywide  2.301  2t302  296  297 


Page  343,  paragraph  2,  line  2  is  revised  to  make  job  figures  consistent  with  Table  IV. F.  1 : 

Citywide  Kaiser  employment  is  projected  to  increase  1 5  percent  between  year  2000  and 
year  2010,  adding  296  297  jobs  to  the  2,005  jobs  in  year  2000  for  a  year  2010  total  of 
2ML2$Q2  jobs. 

Page  344,  paragraph  1,  line  1  is  revised  to  make  job  figure  consistent  with  other  text  references: 

The  net  change  in  employment  on  the  Geary  Campus  would  be  an  increase  of  296  292 
employees  or  15  percent. 

Page  417,  paragraph  1,  is  revised  to  clarify  that  Kaiser  does  not  maintain  a  Biosafety  Manual  and 
to  correct  the  listing  of  agencies  followed  in  developing  the  safety  manual: 

Kaiser  maintains  a  Safety  Biosafety  Manual  following  the  requirements  of  the  U.S. 
Department  of  Health  and  Human  Services,  federal  OSHA,  Cal-OHSA,  the  Joint 
Commission  of  Accredited  Hospital  Organizations,  and  the  EPA.  Centers  for  Disease 
Control  and  Prevention  and  National  Institutes  of  Health.  The  Safety  Biosafety  Manual 
includes  the  Injury  and  Illness  Prevention  Plan  focusing  on  minimizing  skin  penetration 
incidents  and  other  exposures  to  biohazardous  materials.  The  manual  also  emphasize- 
the  use  of  personal  protective  equipment.  The  Safety  Biosafety  Manual  would  be 
extended  to  the  project. 


95.I02E 

Kaiser  Gear.  Campus 


C&R.123 

Preliminary  Subject  to  Revision 


UP  95025 
NUrth  19.  1997 


Summary-  of  Comments  and  Responses 
D.  Staff-initiated  Text  Changes 


Page  429,  last  line  is  revised  to  clarify  the  source  of  the  regulations: 

In  addition,  existing  regulations  (see  Section  1315B  of  the  1995  San  Francisco  Building 
Code)  require  that  the  proposed  buildings  install  water-saving  devices... 

Page  480,  paragraph  2,  line  3  is  revised  to  correct  the  amount  of  space  to  be  vacated: 

Additionally,  Kaiser  would  vacate  301,120  288,100  sq.  ft.  of  owned  and  leased  occupied 
outpatient  space  including  those  on... 

Page  492,  after  item  3,  the  following  improvement  measure  is  added  to  encourage  bicycle  travel 
to  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus: 

■        To  encourage  bicycle  travel  to  and  from  the  Kaiser  Geary  Campus,  the  project 
sponsor  would  provide  bicycle  parking  spaces  at  the  new  Kaiser  facilities. 
Although  the  City  does  not  have  specific  standards  for  private  development 
projects,  Section  155.1  of  the  City  Planning  Code  contains  standards  for  city- 
owned  facilities.  These  standards  have  been  applied  to  the  proposed  project  to 
derive  the  following  number  of  spaces,  by  phase: 

Phase  Class  I  Spaces  Class  II  Spaces 

1A  22  8 
IB 

1C  34  8 

2A  12  8 

2B  _8  _8 

76  32 

Page  494,  paragraph  2  (second  mitigation  measure),  last  sentence  is  replaced  with  the  following 
text  to  reflect  the  project  sponsor's  intent: 


95.102E 

Raiser  Geary  Campus 


C&R.124 
Preliminary  —  Subject  to  Revision 


EIP 95025 
March  19,  1997 


Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
D.  Staff-initiated  Text  Changes 


The  project  sponsor  would  provide  general  liability  insurance  in  the  event  that  adjacent 
property  owners  make  claims  against  the  project  sponsor  or  its  contractors  for  legally 
compensable  construction-related  damages  to  their  property  arising  out  of  construction  of 
the  project.  The  terms  and  amounts  of  such  insurance  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
industry  custom,  but  shall  not  be  less  than  S5,000,000. 

Page  500,  paragraph  1  (mitigation  measure  under  consideration),  last  sentence  is  replaced  with 
the  following  text  to  reflect  the  project  sponsor's  intent: 

The  project  sponsor  would  provide  general  liability  insurance  in  the  event  that  adjacent 
property  owners  make  claims  against  the  project  sponsor  or  its  contractors  for  legally 
compensable  construction-related  damages  to  their  property  arising  out  of  construction  of 
the  project.  The  terms  and  amounts  of  such  insurance  shall  be  in  accordance  with 
industry  custom,  but  shall  not  be  less  than  85,000,000. 


VOLUME  II 

Page  531,  Figure  VII  A.  1  is  revised  (see  the  following  page)  to  correctly  show  the  differences 
between  the  proposed  project  and  the  No  Project  Alternative  -  Existing  Development  Potential 
Buildout  Variant. 

Page  536,  Figure  VII.B.2  is  revised  (see  p.  C&R.127)  to  correcdy  show  the  differences  between 
the  proposed  project  and  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative. 

Page  540,  lines  3  and  4  are  revised  to  correct  the  number  of  parking  spaces  under  Alternative  B. 
Reduced  Campus  Alternative: 

The  parking  spaces  for  the  entire  campus  at  build-out  would  be  reduced  from  2.370 
2.342  to  1,515,  1.526.  a  36  35  percent  reduction  at  build-out. 
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Figure  VII.  B.: 
Reduced  Campus  Alternative: 
South  of  Gearv  Boulevard  Cross-section 
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Page  542,  paragraph  1,  line  2  is  revised  to  correct  the  number  of  parking  levels  in  Pha>e  L'A 
under  Alternative  B.  Reduced  Campus  Alternative: 

The  proposed  underground  parking  would  be  replaced  with  owe  two  levels  of  parking 
above  the  outpatient  services  levels. 

Page  545,  line  1  is  revised  to  more  accurately  reflect  the  change  to  Phase  1C: 

...because  the  reduced  Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard  building  would  not  include  a 
portion  of  the  eight-story  east  wing,  thereby  avoiding  a  wider  band  of  shadow  on 
Hamilton  Recreation  Center... 

Page  545,  paragraph  1,  sentence  2  is  replaced  with  the  following  text  to  correctly  descrilx-  Phase  1A: 

Although  the  floor  area  of  the  Phase  2A/1455  Divisadero  Street  building  w  ould  be 
reduced  compared  to  the  proposed  project,  the  overall  height,  size,  bulk,  and  scale  of  the 
building  would  be  similar  to  the  proposed  project  because  of  changes  in  the  parking 
levels.  Accordingly,  this  alternative  would  result  in  shadow  patterns  similar  to  those  of 
the  proposed  project  (see  IV.E.  Shadows  and  Wind,  p.  326). 

Page  549,  paragraph  3,  line  4,  the  following  text  is  added  to  complete  the  description  of  Phase  1 
parking  under  Alternative  B.  Reduced  Campus  Alternative: 

...parking  demand.  No  new  parking  would  be  constructed  for  Phase  1 C/2295  Gears 
Boulevard.  Each  of  the  Phase  1  subphases... 

Page  550,  paragraph  4,  line  2  is  revised  to  correct  the  number  of  parking  spaces  under 
Alternative  B.  Reduced  Campus  Alternative: 

The  Reduced  Campus  Alternative  would  involve  a  reduction  in  parking  supply  of 
approximately  ^£9  814  spaces  at  the  Geary  Campus  in  Phase  1  and  Phase  2. 
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Page  572,  paragraph  2,  line  2  is  revised  to  more  accurately  indicate  the  percentage  difference 
between  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

The  Reduced  Campus  Alternative  would  decrease  development  at  the  Geary  Campus  by 
about  25  33  percent  and... 

Page  572,  paragraph  3,  line  5  is  revised  to  more  accurately  indicate  the  percentage  difference 
between  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

Phase  1C/2295  Geary  Boulevard,  Phase  2A/1455  Divisadero  Street,  and  Phase  2B/New 
350  St.  Joseph's  Avenue  would  be  36  percent,  46  percent,  and  26  3£  percent  smaller, 
respectively,... 

Page  573,  paragraph  3,  line  2  is  revised  to  more  accurately  indicate  the  percentage  difference 
between  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

Geary  Campus  employment  would  be  j_3  2§  percent  less  than  under  the  project,... 

Page  575,  the  following  text  regarding  shadows  is  added  following  the  first  paragraph: 

Resolution  Number  97 1 6-2 1 1 ,  adopted  by  the  Recreation  and  Parks  Commission  on 
January  16,  1997,  unanimously  approved  the  finding  of  no  significant  shadow  impact  on 
the  Hamilton  Recreation  Center  by  the  proposed  Kaiser  Geary  Campus  project.  The 
City  Planning  Commission  has  determined  the  minor  amount  of  shadow  to  be 
insignificant  within  the  intent  of  Section  295  of  the  City  Planning  Code. 

Page  592,  paragraph  1,  line  1  is  revised  to  more  accurately  indicate  the  percentage  difference 
between  the  No  Shadow  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

Phase  1  of  this  alternative  would  reduce  the  floor  area  by  jj_  4-2  percent  compared  to  the 
proposed  project... 
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Page  592,  paragraph  2,  lines  2  and  3  are  revised  to  clarify  the  table  reference: 

Total  use  of  hazardous  chemicals  at  the  French  Campus  in  the  year  2000  w  ould  the  same 
as  projected  for  the  Reduced  Campus  Alternative,  which  is  as  shown  in  Table 

IX.N.4  This  table  indicates  an  increase  at  the  French  Campus  by  the  year  2000  over 

the  proposed  project;... 

Page  594,  paragraph  1,  line  3  is  revised  to  correct  the  difference  between  the  No  Shadow 
Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

Because  total  gross  floor  area  for  Phase  1  would  be  about  76,000  '17,000  sq.  ft.  less  than 
the  proposed  project,... 

Page  602,  paragraph  2,  last  sentence  is  revised  to  correct  the  difference  between  the  Reduced 
2290  Geary  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

The  building  at  the  2290  Geary  Boulevard  site  would  be  reduced  from  eight  to  four 
stories  in  height,  or  from  about  105  ft.  to  50  60  ft.,  consisting  of  approximately 
123,700  sq.  ft.  with  two  three  and  a  half  levels  of  underground  parking  (rather  than  seven 
for  281  cars  (a  decrease  of  251  spaces  from  the  project). 

Page  604,  paragraph  1,  last  sentence  is  replaced  by  the  following  text  to  more  accurately  describe 
employees  to  be  consolidated  onto  the  Geary  Campus: 

All  of  the  French  Campus  employees  and  all  of  the  Phase  1C  employees  anticipated  to  be 
consolidated  onto  the  Geary  Campus  under  the  proposed  project  also  would  be 
consolidated  at  the  Geary  Campus  under  this  alternative. 

Page  626,  paragraph  3,  lines  3  and  4  are  revised  to  clarify  the  sentence: 

Therefore,  at  the  end  of  Phase  1,  Kaiser's  capacity  for  services  and  employment  would  be 
reduced  from  2,005  employees  1 ,022  employment  under  the  proposed  project  to  1 ,474 
employees  under  this  alternative  would  be  2.005  employee?  in  year  2000. 
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Summary  of  Comments  and  Responses 
D.  Staff-initiated  Text  Changes 

Page  664,  paragraph  2,  line  5  is  revised  to  correct  the  number  of  employees: 

This  alternative's  total  effect  on  housing  demand  would  be  similar  to  the  project:  an 
increase  of  296  397  employees  citywide  creating  an  additional  demand  for  54  new 
housing  units. 

Page  688,  paragraph  1 ,  lines  2  and  3  are  revised  to  correct  the  comparison  between  the  Dual 
Campus  Alternative  and  the  proposed  project: 

The  No  2290  Geary  -  Dual  Campus  Alternative  would  decrease  development  at  the 
Geary  Campus  by  about  36  percent;  although  overall  development  at  both  campuses 
under  this  alternative  would  be  the  same  as  for  the  proposed  project  would  be  about 
8,500  sq.  ft.  less  than  the  project. 

Page  694,  paragraph  2,  sentence  2  is  replaced  with  the  following  text  to  clarify  the  amount  of 
development  and  parking  on  the  Geary  Campus: 

The  Geary  Campus  would  contain  a  total  of  665,053  sq.  ft.  of  floor  area  (including  new 
construction  and  retained  buildings)  and  1 938  parking  spaces. 

Page  702,  paragraph  2,  line  5  is  revised  to  add  missing  text: 

This  alternative  would  not  create  any  increase  in  demand  for  new  housing,  in  contrast  to 
the  project  with  its  increased  demand  for  54  new  housing  units. 

Page  728,  paragraph  1 ,  lines  4  and  5  are  revised  to  correct  this  alternative's  employment  and 
housing  effects: 

This  alternative's  total  effect  on  housing  demand  would  be  1 1  percent  higher  than  similar 
to  the  proposed  project:  an  increase  of  328  397  employees  citywide  creating  an  additional 
demand  for  60  §4  new  housing  units. 
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Page  758,  line  3,  is  revised  to  correct  the  address: 

4  Embarcadero  Center,  47-  1 7th  floor 
Chapter  X,  first  page,  the  title  of  the  second  author  is  revised  to  read: 

Thomas  G.  Conrad,  Planning  and  ProgrammingPrincipal  Planner 

Chapter  X,  third  page,  the  Project  Architect  listing  is  revised  to  read: 

Anshen  +  Allen  Architects 

901  Market  Street 

San  Francisco,  CA  94103 

Keith  Millay,  Associate  Partner 

John  Ellis,  Senior  Designer 

Phillip  White,  Designer 

The  following  is  added  to  Chapter  X,  third  page: 

Project  Photomontages 
Hank  Schultz 
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